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Why We Did This Review 
 
The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA), 
Office of Inspector General 
(OIG), conducted this review to 
evaluate the extent the EPA 
ensures that federal, state and 
tribal risk communication efforts 
protect the public from mercury 
contamination through the 
consumption of fish. We 
focused our evaluation on 
determining how effectively fish 
consumption advisory 
information reached consumers 
so that they could make healthy 
consumption choices. 
 
Research shows that 
consuming fish contaminated 
by mercury can lead to 
negative health impacts in 
humans. The Clean Water Act 
(CWA) establishes a goal of 
“water quality which provides 
for the protection and 
propagation of fish, shellfish 
and wildlife.” The EPA 
interprets this CWA goal as 
supporting water quality that 
provides for the protection of 
human health related to the 
consumption of fish.  
 
This report addresses the 
following EPA goal or 
cross-agency strategy: 
 


 Protecting America’s 
waters. 


 
 
Send all inquiries to our public 
affairs office at (202) 566-2391 
or visit www.epa.gov/oig. 
 
Listing of OIG reports. 


 


   


EPA Needs to Provide Leadership and Better 
Guidance to Improve Fish Advisory  
Risk Communications 
   


  What We Found 
 


Some subsistence fishers, tribes, sport 
fishers and other groups consume large 
amounts of contaminated fish without 
health warnings. Although most states 
and some tribes have fish advisories in 
place, this information is often confusing, 
complex and does not effectively reach those segments of the population. 
Fish advisories differ from state to state, between states and tribes, and 
across state and tribal borders, which in some cases leads to multiple 
advisories with conflicting advice for a single waterbody. In addition, 
although the EPA’s risk communication guidance recommends evaluations 
of fish advisories, we found that less than half of states, and no tribes, have 
evaluated the effectiveness of their fish advisories. Under the CWA, the EPA 
can take a stronger leadership role in working with states and tribes to 
ensure that effective fish advisory information reaches all such segments of 
the population.  
 
We also found that the EPA has not assessed methylmercury as proposed in 
the agency’s published Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) agendas. 
The EPA included methylmercury on its 2012 IRIS agenda for assessment, 
and on its 2015 IRIS agenda as a priority for assessment. However, to date, 
the agency has not commenced the assessment. Currently, the EPA’s 2001 
reference dose for methylmercury is an agency-supported value that the 
EPA continues to accept for decision-making. Because of its importance in 
developing water quality standards, and ultimately fish advisories, the RfD 
should be accurate to ensure that effective fish advisory information is 
communicated.  
  
  Recommendations and Planned Agency Corrective Actions 
 
We recommend that the EPA’s Office of Water provide updated fish advisory 
guidance to states and tribes, work with states and tribes to develop best 
practices to evaluate the effectiveness of fish advisories, and develop and 
implement methods to ensure tribal members receive current fish advisory 
information. We recommend that the EPA's Office of Research and Development 
conduct an assessment for methylmercury to determine whether the reference 
dose requires updating as proposed in the 2012 and 2015 IRIS agendas. After 
receiving responses to our draft report from the two EPA offices, we met to 
discuss their comments and our recommendations. Based on the follow-up 
discussion and supplemental information provided by both offices, we found that 
their corrective actions and milestone dates meet the intent of our 
recommendations (Appendix C). All recommendations are resolved. 


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Inspector General 


At a Glance 


Without EPA guidance and 
assistance, subsistence fishers, 
including tribes, will continue to 
consume unhealthy amounts of 
contaminated fish.  



http://www.epa.gov/oig

http://www2.epa.gov/office-inspector-general/oig-reports
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MEMORANDUM 
 


SUBJECT: EPA Needs to Provide Leadership and Better Guidance to Improve  


Fish Advisory Risk Communications 


  Report No. 17-P-0174 


 


FROM: Arthur A. Elkins Jr. 


 


TO:  Michael H. Shapiro, Acting Assistant Administrator 


  Office of Water 


 


  Robert Kavlock, Acting Assistant Administrator  


  Office of Research and Development 


 


This report on the evaluation of existing public protections for mercury contamination in fish was 


conducted by the Office of Inspector General (OIG) of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


(EPA). The project number for this evaluation was OPE-FY15-0061. This report contains findings that 


describe the problems the OIG has identified and corrective actions the OIG recommends. This report 


represents the opinion of the OIG and does not necessarily represent the final EPA position. Final 


determinations on matters in this report will be made by EPA managers in accordance with established 


audit resolution procedures. 


 


Action Required 


 


You are not required to provide a written response to this final report because you provided agreed-to 


corrective actions and planned completion dates for the report’s recommendations. Should you choose to 


provide a final response, we will post your response on the OIG’s public website, along with our 


memorandum commenting on your response. Your response should be provided as an Adobe PDF file 


that complies with the accessibility requirements of Section 508 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, as 


amended. The final response should not contain data that you do not want to be released to the public; 


if your response contains such data, you should identify the data for redaction or removal along with 


corresponding justification.   


 


We will post this report to our website at www.epa.gov/oig.


UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20460 


THE INSPECTOR GENERAL 



http://www.epa.gov/oig
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 The Office of Inspector General (OIG) for the U.S. Environmental Protection 


Agency (EPA) conducted this evaluation to determine the extent the EPA ensures 


that federal, state and tribal risk communication efforts protect the public from 


mercury contamination through the consumption of fish.   


  


About 80 percent of all fish advisories in the United States focus on mercury 


contamination. Mercury cycles in the environment as a result of natural and 


human activities like coal burning and other industrial and manufacturing 


processes. Most released mercury circulates in the atmosphere and travels 


thousands of miles from sources of emission. As it cycles between the 


atmosphere, land and water, mercury transforms into methylmercury and enters 


the aquatic food web through microscopic plants and animals (Figure 1). This 


allows methylmercury to accumulate in the food web, becoming most 


Figure 1: How mercury cycles through the ecosystem 


Source: Utah Department of Environmental Quality. 


Background 


Why We Did This Review 
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concentrated in predatory fish (Figure 2). Predatory organisms at the top of the 


food web (e.g., swordfish, king mackerel, or tuna) generally have higher 


methylmercury concentrations.  


 
Figure 2: Methylmercury bioaccumulation through the aquatic food web 


 
Increasing methylmercury concentration ------------------------------------------------>  


Source: OIG modification of EPA figure. 
 
Human Health Effects From Mercury  
 
According to an EPA 2001 fact sheet, titled “Water Quality Criterion for the 


Protection of Human Health: Methylmercury,” humans are exposed to 


methylmercury primarily through the consumption of contaminated fish. 


Methylmercury causes a number of adverse health effects in humans and animals. 


In pregnant women, methylmercury passes through the placenta to the fetus and 


fetal brain. Research has shown that high-dose exposure to methylmercury in 


humans results in mental retardation, cerebral palsy, deafness, blindness, and 


dysarthria in utero; and in sensory and motor impairment in adults. Recent 


research has uncovered cardiovascular and immunological effects providing more 


evidence of toxicity from low-dose methylmercury exposure.  


 


Eating fish from restaurants and grocery stores generally does not expose the 


average consumer to harmful levels of methylmercury from fish. The most 


frequently consumed commercial fish contain low levels of methylmercury.  


However, some types of commercially sold fish contain high levels of mercury 


and should be avoided by women of childbearing age and children. In addition, 


wild-caught fish from lakes, rivers or other water bodies may contain high levels 


of methylmercury, depending on the location, species and size of the fish. Further, 


subsistence fishers who routinely consume wild-caught fish are exposed to higher 


levels of methylmercury because of their consumption habits. These fishers may 


consume fish on a daily basis, not only for subsistence, but as a cultural way of 


life. For example, Figure 3 shows that the Suquamish Tribe consumes more than 


eight times more fish than the average population on a daily basis. 


 


As a protective measure, federal agencies, states and tribes issue fish consumption 


advisories that provide information on segments of the population most at risk; 


what fish to avoid; what fish can be consumed; and the amount and frequency of 


contaminated fish that should be eaten.  
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EPA’s Role in Developing Fish Advisories  
 
Fish consumption advisories are issued on a national level for commercially 


marketed fish; and on a local level for fish caught directly from lakes, rivers and 


other water bodies by individual fishers. The EPA does not have regulatory 


responsibility for nationally issued fish advisories. This responsibility falls under 


the purview of the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA). The FDA does, 


however, collaborate with the EPA when developing national fish advisories.  


 


For locally issued advisories for lakes, rivers and other waterbodies, the EPA, 


under the Clean Water Act (CWA), shares responsibility and works collectively 


with states and tribes to establish water quality criteria and standards that lead to 


fish advisories when warranted. The EPA is responsible for establishing water 


quality criteria and contaminant toxicity values that states and tribes use to 


develop fish advisories. The agency also provides national leadership to states and 


tribes by issuing risk communication and fish advisory guidance. Under the 


CWA, states and tribes also have certain responsibilities as shown in Figure 4.  


 


Clean Water Act 
 
The CWA defines EPA, state and tribe responsibilities in the development of 


water quality criteria and water quality standards that lead to fish consumption 


advisories. One goal of the CWA, as interpreted by the EPA, is “fishable, 


swimmable” waters. The EPA interprets “fishable” uses to include, at a minimum, 


designated uses providing for the protection of aquatic communities and human 


health related to consumption of fish and shellfish.    


Source: OIG-developed chart based on data from the U.S. Food and Drug Administration 
and Polissar et al. (2012). 


Figure 3: Comparison of daily average U.S. fish consumption rates for 
three Indian tribes in grams per day 
 







 


 
17-P-0174  4 


 


 


CWA Section 304(a) requires the EPA to 


develop water quality criteria (WQC) for 


states and tribes to use to develop water 


quality standards (WQS). EPA regulations 


found in 40 CFR Part 131.11(a) (1) provide 


that WQC must be based on sound scientific 


rationale and must contain sufficient 


parameters or constituents to protect a 


waterbody’s designated use—such as 


fishable.  


 


CWA Section 303(c) directs states and tribes 


to adopt WQS for their waters subject to 


EPA approval. CWA Section 303(c)(2)(A), 


and the EPA’s implementing regulations at 


40 CFR Part 131, require that state and tribe 


WQS specify appropriate designated uses of 


the waters (in this case fishable uses), and 


that WQC protect those uses. Along with 


other factors, the WQS dictate the need for, 


and the content of, fish advisories that define 


the amount and rate of consumption of fish 


containing methylmercury.  


   


The EPA published a national WQC for 


methylmercury in 2001. This criterion 


described the concentration of 


methylmercury in freshwater and estuarine 


fish and shellfish tissue that would protect 


consumers of fish and shellfish among the 


general population. Because of 


methylmercury’s unique bioaccumulation 


process in fish tissue, this is the first time the 


EPA established water quality criterion 


based on a contaminant in fish tissue rather 


than the amount of a contaminant in the 


water column. 


 


Once WQC and WQS are established, states and tribes may use these measures to 


develop fish consumption advisories. The EPA does not develop and publish fish 


advisories. Local fish advisories for lakes, rivers and other water bodies are 


developed and published by states and tribes. However, the EPA does maintain a 


searchable database of all fish advisories that the public can access through the 


EPA’s internet site.  


  


Figure 4: Clean Water Act requirements leading to fish 
advisories 


Source: OIG analysis of Clean Water Act sections. 


OR 


CWA Section 304: 
EPA must develop 
water quality criteria 
(WQC). EPA 
“recommends” WQC 
to states and tribes. 


CWA Section 303:  
States and tribes must 
develop water quality 
standards (WQS) 
using EPA WQC or 
their own. 


CWA Section 303:  
EPA develops WQS 
for states and tribes. 


CWA Section 303:  
EPA must approve 
WQS. 


EPA publishes fish 
advisory guidance to 
states and tribes.  


States and tribes 
develop fish 
advisories based  
on WQC. 
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EPA Responsibilities Under Federal Indian Policy 


The U.S. recognizes tribes as sovereign nations. Tribal sovereignty is recognized 


through the government-to-government relationship that tribes have with the 


federal government. Like other treaty obligations of the U.S., Indian treaties are 


considered to be the supreme law of the land, and they are the foundation upon 


which the federal Indian trust relationship is based. The federal Indian trust 


responsibility involves a legal obligation under which the U.S. has charged itself 


with moral obligations of the highest responsibility and trust toward Indian tribes. 


The trust responsibility establishes the federal government’s legal fiduciary 


obligations to tribes, including the protection of treaty-reserved fishing rights. 


Although tribes are sovereign nations, the U.S. has a trust responsibility to protect 


tribal resources and treaty right. 


Based on the EPA’s Federal Indian Policy published in November 1984, the EPA 


must recognize tribal governments as sovereign entities with primary authority 


and responsibility for the reservation populace; retain responsibility for managing 


programs for reservations until tribal governments are willing and able to assume 


full responsibility for delegable programs; and encourage communication and 


cooperation among tribes, states and local governments.  


Many tribes have members who are unique subsistence fishers. They consume 


large amounts of contaminated fish. They also have treaty rights that give them 


considerable latitude to fish on and off the reservation, and to take large amounts 


of fish without restrictions. These fishing rights can be exercised irrespective of 


state-owned/controlled land or state borders.  


According to EPA’s policy, some treaties explicitly name protected rights and 


resources. For example, a treaty may reserve or protect the right to hunt, fish or 


gather a particular animal or plant in specific areas. Similarly, the policy notes 


that an explicit treaty right to hunt, fish or gather may include an implied right to 


a certain level of environmental quality to maintain the activity or a guarantee of 


access to the activity site.  


EPA Supports States and Tribes That Develop Fish Advisories 


The EPA assists states and tribes by issuing risk communication and fish advisory 


guidance, and by providing leadership in meeting the challenges of fish 


contamination. For example, the EPA developed guidance to assist states and 


tribes with communicating fish consumption advisories in 1995. This fish 


advisory guidance walks users through a five-part process to develop a robust  


risk communication program: (1) problem analysis and developing objectives;  


(2) audience identification and needs; (3) communication strategy design;  


(4) communication strategy implementation; and (5) evaluation. The EPA also 


supports state and tribal fish advisory efforts through the periodic National Forum 


on Contaminants in Fish.  
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The EPA’s Office of Water, Office of Science and Technology, develops 


guidance and conducts advisory and outreach programs designed to assist states 


and tribes with fish advisory programs. The Office of International and Tribal 


Affairs leads and coordinates agencywide efforts to strengthen public health and 


environmental protection in Indian country, with a special emphasis on helping 


tribes administer their own environmental programs. The EPA’s Office of 


Research and Development supports the agency’s mission to protect human health 


by identifying and characterizing the health hazards of chemicals found in the 


environment through its Integrated Risk Information System. 


 Office 


 


 


The EPA hosts the National Forum on Contaminants in Fish to present and 


discuss the latest science and public health policies pertaining to the health risks 


and benefits of fish consumption. The EPA has hosted the forum 12 times since 


1990. Our review identified the forum as a beneficial gathering that enables state 


and tribal representatives to learn about new science, exchange best practices, and 


make contacts for the future. The EPA also maintains a series of web-based 


advisory and technical resources to further support state and tribal risk 


communication efforts. These resources include scientific data, a clearinghouse of 


fish tissue data and fish consumption advisories from states, a list of contacts and 


partners, and access to past forum proceedings.  


 


Many stakeholders that we interviewed applauded the EPA for hosting the fish 


forum and stated that they would like to see the EPA continue to host the forum in 


the future. We found that the forum is effective for communicating the risk of 


consuming fish contaminated by mercury, and (if possible) we suggest the EPA 


continue to conduct the forum on a regular basis in the future. 


 


 


We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally accepted 


government auditing standards. Those standards require that we plan and perform 


the evaluation to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable 


basis for our findings and conclusions based on our evaluation objectives. We 


believe that the evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and 


conclusions based on our evaluation objective. We conducted this evaluation from 


September 2015 to December 12, 2016. 


 


Our evaluation focused on EPA activities that develop a protective WQC, and 


support state and tribal fish advisories for methylmercury contaminated fish. We 


Responsible Offices 


Noteworthy Achievements 


Scope and Methodology 
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did not evaluate fish consumption advisories for chemicals other than mercury. To 


answer our objective question, we conducted a literature review on issues relating 


to the hazards of methylmercury, fish consumption rates, and the issuance and 


efficacy of state and tribal fish advisories. Based on our literature review, we 


focused on the authorities and/or activities used by the EPA, states and tribes to 


implement and manage risk communication to the public. We focused on 


locations throughout the country that had large or numerous waterbodies used for 


subsistence, recreational or sport fishing. We also focused on subpopulations or 


groups most vulnerable to methylmercury in fish because of their greater-than-


average fish consumption rates. 


 


We interviewed staff from the EPA and five states regarding their risk 


communication efforts to inform the public about the hazards of methylmercury, 


fish consumption rates, and fish advisories. Staff we interviewed at EPA 


headquarters were from the Office of Water, the Office of Research and 


Development, and the Office of Tribal and International Affairs. Staff in EPA 


Regions 4, 5 and 10 were interviewed as well. We also interviewed staff from 


environmental protection and health departments in Florida, Wisconsin, Oregon, 


Minnesota and Washington.  


 


In addition, we interviewed members and representatives from the Miccosukee 


Tribe of Indians, Seminole Tribe of Florida, Squaxin Island Tribe, Confederated 


Tribes of the Grand Ronde Community of Oregon, and Eastern Band of Cherokee 


Indians. Subject-matter experts from academia and other stakeholders, such as the 


Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commission, and the Columbia River Inter-


Tribal Fish Commission, were also interviewed. 
 


The scope of our work did not include an evaluation of the national fish advisory 


because it falls under the purview of the FDA, not the EPA. We also did not 


evaluate the consumption of fish-eating mammals.   
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Fish advisory information does not effectively reach many subsistence fishers, 


including tribes and other groups that consume large amounts of wild-caught fish 


on a regular basis. Risk communication efforts are ineffective in many instances 


because fish advisory information is conflicting, confusing, too complex and often 


not followed. In addition, individual states publish different advisory information 


for the same waterbody, and state fish advisory information does not regularly 


reach tribes that routinely fish state waters. Consequently, subsistence fishers 


consume large amounts of contaminated fish without adequate health warnings. 


Further, the EPA, states and tribes may not be aware of the effectiveness of 


existing fish advisories, since less than half of states and no tribes have adequately 


evaluated the effectiveness of fish advisories as outlined in the EPA’s 1995 risk 


communication guidance.  


 


The EPA’s 2001 oral reference dose (RfD) for methylmercury has not been 


assessed as proposed in its published agendas. Based on its Integrated Risk 


Information System, the EPA included methylmercury on its 2012 agenda for 


assessment, and on its 2015 agenda as a priority for assessment. However, to date, 


the agency has not started the assessment. The RfD must be accurate and based on 


the best available science to support development of protective fish advisories. 


Without effectively developed and communicated fish advisories, consumers may 


be exposed to unsafe levels of methylmercury through the consumption of fish. 


 


 


Fish advisory information does not reach some groups, such as subsistence fishers 


(including tribes), sport fishers, and others that consume higher amounts of fish 


than the average population. For example, the San 


Francisco Department of Health Services surveyed 


subsistence fishers in the Bay area and found that  


90 percent of the people interviewed ate what they 


caught, but 42 percent did not have knowledge of active 


fish advisories for those waters, even though many had 


fished the same waters for more than 10 years.  


 


Although research shows that one of the most effective 


ways to provide fish advisory information to these 


groups is to post the advisory information at the site 


where fish are caught, we did not observe any fish 


advisory information posted at fishing sites we visited. 


We also found instances where state fish advisory 


information did not reach tribal members who routinely 


fish state waters adjacent to the reservations. 


Advisory Information Does Not Reach Many Subsistence Fishers   


Local fisherman at a Florida canal. (EPA OIG photo) 


Results 
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Fish Advisory Information Is Not Posted 
 


We visited three reservoirs in North Carolina, a lake in Georgia, three public boat 


ramps in Florida, and several Columbia River treaty fishing access sites in Oregon 


and Washington.1 All of these waterbodies have state-published fish consumption 


advisories; however, we did not find any fish advisory information at these 


locations.  


Research shows that posting fish advisory 


information at the site where fishers enter the 


waterbody or where fish are caught are some of 


the most effective ways to provide fish advisory 


information to fishers.  


 


For example, in 2010, the EPA conducted a 


survey on the awareness and effectiveness of the 


Mississippi Delta fish consumption advisory. The 


agency found that the majority of survey 


respondents obtained advisory information from 


signs posted at the affected waterbody as opposed 


to other methods of communication, including 


television news, talk shows or radio.  


 


In a similar report on contaminated fish in San 


Francisco Bay, fishers stated that one of the best 


methods for getting fish advisory information to 


fishers was through posted signs. By posting fish 


advisory information at the source location where 


fish are caught, states and tribes can more 


effectively provide advisory information.           


 


In addition, we identified the use of social media as another promising method for 


informing subsistence fishers. An organization that develops its social media 


outreach can issue advisories through Facebook and Twitter. Organizations can 


then confirm the reach of these posts through analytical tools built into social 


media platforms.  


 


Some Tribes Do Not Receive State Advisory Information 
 
During an on-site interview, a tribal representative said tribe members routinely 


take fish from state reservoirs adjacent to the reservation, but many tribe members 


do not know about state fish advisories for those reservoirs. The tribal 


representative said the tribe (because of its sovereignty) does not have a 


governance arrangement with the state, wherein fish advisory information would 


                                                 
1 We visited the Hiawassee, Santeetlah, and Fontana reservoirs in North Carolina; Lake Allatoona in Georgia; public 


boat ramps along the Tamiami Trail East in Florida; and the North Bonneville, Cooks, Underwood, and White 


Salmon treaty fishing access sites along the Columbia River in Washington and Oregon. 


Information board at a fishing reservoir has no fish 
advisory information. (EPA OIG photo) 
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be shared, and the tribe does not issue its own advisories for those reservoirs. 


Tribal leaders said they would welcome the EPA or state officials providing 


relevant fish advisory information to their chief or community leader, who would 


then ensure that the information is passed on to every member of the tribe.  


 


In another state, tribal representatives said tribe members routinely consume 


certain fish species as a traditional food source and cultural norm. However, for 


most waterbodies, the statewide fish consumption advisory recommends that no 


one eat any of this particular fish 


species. For example, members of one 


Florida tribe eat fish contaminated 


with methylmercury at much higher 


rates than most Americans. While 


Florida has issued fish advisories for 


many of the waters on and near the 


tribe’s reservation, tribe members 


have not received this advice, and the 


tribe has not communicated its own 


fish advisory information to tribe 


members.  


 


The EPA does provide fish advisory 


guidance and supporting data for 


advisories. Through its risk 


communication and fish advisory 


guidance, the EPA can help states and 


tribes identify and address conflicting 


fish advisories across borders to 


ensure that clear and meaningful 


advisory information is provided to 


fish consumers. 


 


In situations where state fish consumption information is not reaching tribes, the 


EPA can take a leadership role and ensure that vital fish advisory information is 


provided to affected tribes. Moreover, the EPA can better protect the health of 


subsistence fishers and other groups by identifying the areas where fish 


consumption is high and fish advisory information is nonexistent.  


 


 


Fish consumption advisories sometimes provide conflicting and confusing 


advisory information from the federal government, and from states that share 


common waterbodies. Without clear information, consumers may not know which 


fish they should avoid, how much fish they may safely consume, and whether 


advisories apply to them specifically or to other groups (e.g., women of child-


 Advisories Provide Conflicting, Confusing and Complex Advice  


Dilemma Between Two Governments 
 


Treaties grant tribal nations unlimited access to 


hunt, fish and gather on lands ceded to the U.S. 


However, fish advisories place a limit on the 


amount of fish to be consumed and frequency of 


consumption to avoid adverse health effects. Some 


tribes we visited expressed a concern that fish 


advisories limit their treaty rights because the tribes 


cannot safely consume unlimited amounts of fish.  
 


Tribes suggested that the EPA has a constitutional 


obligation to honor tribal rights by protecting fish 


resources granted by treaty. However, the U.S. 


government cannot control all sources of mercury 


entering the atmosphere that cycles through the 


environment and ultimately into fish. Consequently, 


fish advisories are needed to provide useful health 


information about the amount and frequency that 


fish should be consumed.  
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bearing age, adolescents, adults, etc.). Because the information that advisories are 


based on may vary nationally, among states, and between states and tribes, the 


EPA can take a leadership role by promoting consistency to help reduce 


confusion. 


 


Conflicting and Confusing Advisory Information 
 


Federal agencies publish fish advisories, dietary guidelines for fish consumption, 


and varying toxicity levels for safe consumption of fish contaminated with 


mercury. These agencies serve different missions and deliver different messages 


to their audiences, but these differing messages create confusion for fish 


consumers. For example, the FDA issues a national fish advisory; but the advisory 


only applies to commercially marketed fish, and only addresses pregnant and 


breastfeeding women, those who might become pregnant, and young children. 


This national fish advisory is different from local fish advisories issued by states 


and tribes. 


 


The FDA action level and EPA screening values serve different purposes, but 


they are often interpreted by the public as the same advice. This leads to 


confusion. The FDA established an enforcement action level at 1.0 parts per 


million (ppm) for mercury in fish. The FDA can remove any fish with mercury 


readings above 1.0 ppm from commercial store shelves. The EPA has developed a 


screening value of 0.049 ppm for those individuals who eat a great deal of fish—


commonly referred to as subsistence fishers. In addition, the EPA has determined 


that 0.4 ppm is a safe upper limit for mercury in fish when consumption and other 


sources of exposure are limited. At levels above 0.4 ppm the EPA recommends 


consumption restrictions.  


 


 


Comments we received from a scientist, a dietician, and an analyst reflect the 


confusion they see with advisories that target the fish-consuming public. 
  


 A leading Harvard mercury researcher said: “I feel like 


confusion is reigning. The federal fish advisories need clarity 


and conflict avoiding messaging.” 
 


 A nationally known dietician said: “I think there is a lot of 


misinformation out there. I think when it comes to mercury in 


fish, people simply don’t know where to go for information.”  
 


 A Senior Analyst with the Environmental Advocacy Group 


said, “The agency needs to focus on separating out the risks 


and the benefits of eating fish.” 
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The U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, and the U.S. Department of 


Agriculture jointly publish the “Dietary Guidelines” that advocate for fish and 


shellfish consumption because of the health benefits for the general population, 


and for women who are pregnant or breastfeeding. The Dietary Guidelines 


encourage choosing fish higher in essential nutrients—such as Omega-3s—but 


lower in methylmercury. 


  


In 2002, the state of Alabama used the FDA’s action level of 1.0 ppm for mercury 


to establish its fish consumption advisory instead of the EPA’s recommended 


maximum level of 0.29 ppm. This meant the state’s fish consumption advisory 


could allow methylmercury levels three times higher than the maximum levels 


recommended by the EPA. Under the CWA, Alabama should have used the 


EPA’s value of 0.29 ppm or developed their own water quality standard for its 


fish advisories. Currently, all EPA Region 4 states, including Alabama, use the 


EPA’s methylmercury consumption limits when developing fish advisories.  


 


State-to-State Advisories Conflict 
 


Fish advisories across state lines can conflict and lead to unclear advice. A single 


waterbody common to different states may have different fish advisories. For 


example, the fish advisories for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) from Maryland 


to Virginia urge fishers to limit their consumption of the region’s most popular 


catch—striped bass—because its flesh may contain traces of toxic substances 


acquired from other fish and the waters in which the fish swim.  


 


Recommendations vary from “do not eat” for striped bass caught in the 


Washington, D.C., portion of the Chesapeake Bay’s tidal rivers, to as many as 


three servings per month for the same fish caught in the Maryland portion of the 


Bay. Meanwhile, Virginia advises fishers to eat no more than two servings per 


month of striped bass caught in that state’s end of the Chesapeake Bay. For 


Washington, D.C., Maryland and Virginia, the difference in consumption advice 


reflects the testing methods they use. (Figure 5).  
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Some Fish Advisories Are Complex and Difficult to Understand  
 


States and tribes publish local fish advisories, but those advisories can be complex 


and difficult to understand. For example, in the Great Lakes region where 35 


federally recognized tribes exist, the Bad River Advisory illustrates the challenge 


of creating a simple, easy-to-follow guide for fish consumption (Appendix A). 


The Bad River Advisory contains complicated information that a consumer would 


need to study and analyze. The advisory includes the following information:  


 


 Two different maps and two different sets of instructions (one for high-


risk and the other for low-risk segments of the populations). 


 Different advisories for different lakes (dozens in total).  


 Lake-by-lake recommendations on the maximum number of walleye 


meals to consume per month.  


Figure 5: Conflicting fish advisories in Maryland, Washington, D.C., and Virginia 


Source: OIG developed, and based on the review of selected state and Washington, D.C., fish 
advisories. 
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 A warning to adjust the number of walleye meals per month, depending on 


the size of portions consumed.  


 A suggestion to bag and label walleye according to portion size and lake 


of origin before freezing the fish.  


 A recommendation to avoid certain other fish species altogether.  


 


For tribes that consume large quantities of self-caught fish, avoiding 


methylmercury overexposure requires navigating a myriad of complex advisory 


information. Through its leadership, the EPA can guide states and tribes to 


examples of clearly communicated fish advisories. 


 


  


The EPA, states and tribes have not 


consistently evaluated the effectiveness of fish 


advisory information that reaches targeted 


audiences. The EPA’s 1995 Guidance for 


Assessing Chemical Contaminant Data for Use 


in Fish Advisories recommends that states and 


tribes establish an evaluation component to 


help them determine whether their fish 


advisories succeed.2 This guidance says that 


states and tribes can use evaluations to help  


(1) ensure that a health advisory 


communication program is designed to meet 


the needs of the target audiences and the 


objectives of the agency; (2) monitor whether 


the communication program is being 


implemented as intended; and (3) assess the 


extent to which audience needs and agency 


objectives have been met.  


 


However, the majority of states and tribes do not have an evaluation system in 


place. Since the EPA issued its initial fish advisory guidance to states and tribes in 


1995, the agency found that 24 states and no tribes have evaluated the 


effectiveness of their advisories on the public’s awareness of the hazards 


associated with consuming fish contaminated by methylmercury.  


 


Evaluations can identify areas where people do not receive the advisories, where 


advisory information is unclear, or where other factors may be essential to 


operating an effective risk communication program. Through its leadership and 


guidance, the EPA should continue to encourage state and tribe evaluation efforts, 


                                                 
2 The EPA’s Office of Water, Office of Science and Technology. Guidance for Assessing Chemical Contaminant 


Data for Use in Fish Advisories, Volume 4: Risk Communication. February 1995. 


Minimal Information on Advisory Effectiveness   


Fisherman preparing his line at the Santeetlah 
Reservoir in North Carolina. (EPA OIG photo) 
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and provide examples or templates that can be used to establish and operate 


effective evaluation programs. 


 


 


The EPA’s 2001 reference dose for methylmercury is an agency-supported value 


that remains accepted by EPA for decision-making. However, the current 


reference dose does not include recent epidemiological studies on mercury health 


effects. Since the EPA established the current RfD 15 years ago, several new 


scientific studies relating to the impacts of methylmercury on human health have 


emerged and added new information to the scientific literature.  


 


We interviewed the research scientist whose work contributed to the EPA’s 


original RfD. He stated that although the present RfD was acceptable because it 


was based on the best available science in 2001, the RfD is in need of an 


assessment because additional scientific research has been completed. We also 


interviewed another research scientist who made several contributions to the 


EPA’s National Fish Forum in 2014. He also indicated the RfD was in need of an 


assessment and identified 22 additional epidemiological studies related to the 


impacts of methylmercury on human health—studies that were conducted 


between 2001 and 2015 (Appendix B). According to these scientists, the studies 


present up-to-date scientific research on the impacts of methylmercury and may 


provide relevant information for the development of a revised RfD. Figure 6 


illustrates how the RfD is used to calculate the ambient water quality  


criterion (AWQC). 


 


Based on its Integrated Risk Information System, the EPA included 


methylmercury on its 2012 agenda for assessment to begin in fiscal year 2014, 


and on its 2015 agenda as a priority for assessment. However, to date, the agency 


has not started the assessment.  


 


Because the RfD serves as a primary scientific risk assessment factor for deriving 


the AWQC, and ultimately determining the content of fish advisories, if the RfD 


is too high, the resulting water quality standards and fish advisory information 


may not be protective. On the other hand, if the RfD is too restrictive, limiting 


fish consumption may also limit the nutritional benefits of fish consumption. 


Moreover, the EPA’s RfD is used by other federal agencies, states, local health 


departments, tribes and other local entities to determine human health impacts; 


determine waterbody impairments; and develop local water quality criteria. 


Ensuring That Consumption Advice Uses Up-to-Date Science     
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Without effectively developed and communicated fish advisories, consumers may 


be exposed to unsafe levels of methylmercury through the consumption of fish. 


The EPA shares the responsibility of protecting public health and the environment 


from methylmercury contamination with states and tribes. The criteria and 


standards that the EPA develops and approves should ensure that the CWA’s goal 


of “fishable” waters is obtained, and that fish advisories are based on the best 


available science and are routinely evaluated to determine their effectiveness.  


 


 


Based on its mission to protect human health, and its responsibilities under the 


CWA and EPA’s Indian Policy, the EPA should take a leadership role in guiding 


and working with states and tribes to develop and distribute fish advisories that 


provide meaningful information that reaches all segments of the public. The EPA 


can act as a bridge connecting federal agencies, states and tribes to ensure that 


risk communication efforts are effective in providing the public with relevant 


information to help make healthy fish consumption choices.  


  


Conclusion   


Figure 6: Formula that the EPA, states and tribes use to develop ambient 
water quality criterion 


Source: EPA Methodology for Deriving Ambient Water Quality Criterion for the Protection 
of Human Health (2000). 


The generalized equations for deriving AWQC based on noncancer effects are: 


 
 


        


  
  


 
 


 


            AWQC = Ambient Water Quality Criterion (mg/L, or milligrams/Liter) 


 RfD = Reference dose for noncancer effects (mg/kg-day, or milligram/kilogram-day)  


 RSC = Relative source contribution factor to account for non-water sources of exposure   


 BW = Human body weight (default = 70 kg for adults) 


 DI = Drinking water intake (default = 2 L/day for adults) 


 FI = Fish intake (defaults = 0.0175 kg/day for general population and sport anglers, and 


 0.142 kg/day for subsistence fishers) 


 BAF = Bioaccumulation factor, lipid normalized (L/kg) 
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We recommend that the Assistant Administrator for Water: 


 


1. Provide updated guidance to states and tribes on clear and effective risk 


communication methods for fish advisories, especially for high-risk 


groups. This guidance could recommend posting fish advisory information 


at locations where fish are caught; and using up-to-date communication 


methods that include social media, webinars, emails, newsletters, etc.  


 


2. Working with states and tribes, develop and disseminate best practices 


they can use to evaluate the effectiveness of fish advisories in providing 


risk information to subpopulations, such as subsistence fishers, tribes and 


other high fish-consuming groups.  


 


3. Develop and implement methods to ensure that tribal members receive 


current fish advisory information. 


 


We recommend that the Assistant Administrator for Research and Development: 


 


4. Conduct an assessment for methylmercury to determine whether the 


reference dose requires updating, as indicated by the Integrated Risk 


Information System, and as proposed in the system’s 2012 and 2015 


agendas. 


 


 
 


 


The EPA provided a consolidated response from Acting Assistant Administrators 


for the Office of Water, and the Office of Research and Development. We met 


with agency staff to discuss their comments, and we made changes to the report as 


appropriate.  


 


The agency agreed with all final report recommendations, and provided 


acceptable corrective actions and projected completion dates. The full agency 


response can be found in Appendix C. All recommendations are resolved with 


corrective actions pending.  


 


 


 


  


Recommendations   


Agency Response and OIG Evaluation   
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Status of Recommendations and  
Potential Monetary Benefits 


 


 


RECOMMENDATIONS  


Rec. 
No. 


Page 
No. Subject Status1 Action Official 


Planned 
Completion 


Date  


Potential 
Monetary 
Benefits 


(in $000s) 


1 17 Provide updated guidance to states and tribes on clear and 
effective risk communication methods for fish advisories, 
especially for high-risk groups. This guidance could recommend 
posting fish advisory information at locations where fish are 
caught; and using up-to-date communication methods that 
include social media, webinars, emails, newsletters, etc. 


R Assistant Administrator for 
Water 


Draft 
9/30/2018 


Final 
3/31/2020  


  


2 17 Working with states and tribes, develop and disseminate best 
practices they can use to evaluate the effectiveness of fish 
advisories in providing risk information to subpopulations, such 
as subsistence fishers, tribes and other high fish-consuming 
groups. 


R Assistant Administrator for 
Water 


Draft 
9/30/2018 


Final 
3/30/2020 


  


3 
 
 
4 


17 
 
 


17 


Develop and implement methods to ensure that tribal members 
receive current fish advisory information. 
 
Conduct an assessment for methylmercury to determine whether 
the reference dose requires updating, as indicated by the 
Integrated Risk Information System, and as proposed in the 
system’s 2012 and 2015 agendas.  
 


R 
 
 


 R 


   


Assistant Administrator for 
Water 


 
Assistant Administrator for 


Research and 
Development 


09/30/2017 


 


12/31/2018 


  


        


        


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


       


        


 
 
1 C = Corrective action completed.  


R = Recommendation resolved with corrective action pending.  
U = Recommendation unresolved with resolution efforts in progress. 
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                       Appendix A 
 


Mercury Fish Advisory for Bad River Band of Lake 
Superior Chippewa Tribe 


 
Page 1 of 2 
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Page 2 of 2 


Source: Supreme Court, Brief of Amici Curiae National Congress of American Indians, federally 
recognized Indian Tribes, and Inter-Tribal Fish Commissions in Support of Respondents. 
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   Appendix B 
 
Literature Review of Methylmercury Epidemiological 


Studies 
 


We reviewed reports from health and environmental publications for information about potential 


public health and environmental impacts. Many additional studies have been conducted on the 


effects of eating fish contaminated with mercury since the EPA’s methylmercury RfD dose was 


issued in 2001. Some of these studies are listed below.  


 
 Boucher O, Jacobson SW, Plusquellec P, Dewailly É, Ayotte P, Forget-Dubois N, 


Jacobson JL, Muckle G. 2012. Prenatal Methylmercury, Postnatal Lead Exposure, and 


Evidence of Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder among Inuit Children in Arctic 


Québec. Environ Health Perspect 120:1456–1461; http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1204976  


 Freire., C., R. Ramos, M.Espinosa, S. Diez., J. Vioque, F. Ballester, M. Fernandez. 2010. 


Hair mercury levels, fish consumption, and cognitive development in preschool children 


from Granada, Spain, Environmental Research 110 (2010) 96–104. 


 Haugen, M., 2014. Prenatal Exposure to Mercury and Language Development at 3 years, 


ISEE Conference, Seattle, August 26, 2014. 


 Jacobson, J. , G. Muckle, P.  Ayotte, E. Dewailly,  S. Jacobson, K. Vejrup,  
A. Brantsaeter, H. Knutsen, P. Magnus, J. Alexander, H. Kvalem, H. Meltzer, M. 


Haugen.  2013. Relation of Prenatal Methylmercury Exposure from Environmental 


Sources to Childhood IQ, Environ Health Perspect. 2015 Aug;123(8):827-33.  


 Jedrychowski, W. F. Perera. J. Jankowskic, V. Rauh, E. Flak, K. Caldwell, R. Jones, A. 


Pac, I.  Lisowska-Miszczyk. 2007. Fish consumption in pregnancy, cord blood mercury 


level and cognitive and psychomotor development of infants followed over the first three 


years of life Krakow epidemiologic study. Environment International 33 (2007) 1057–


1062.  


 Jedrychowski W, Jankowski J, Flak E, Skarupa A, Mroz E, Sochacka-Tatara E, 


Lisowska-Miszczyk I, Szpanowska-Wohn A, Rauh V, Skolicki Z, Kaim I, Perera F. 


2006. Effects of prenatal exposure to mercury on cognitive and psychomotor function in 


one-year-old infants:  epidemiologic cohort study in Poland. Ann Epidemiol. 16(6):  439-


47. 


 Effects of Prenatal Exposure to Mercury on Cognitive and Psychomotor Function in One-


Year-Old Infants: Epidemiologic Cohort Study in Poland, Ann Epidemiol 2006;16:439–


447.  


 Tai F. Fok, Hugh S. Lam, Pak C. Ng, Alexander S.K. Yip, Ngai C. Sin, Iris H.S. Chan, 


Goldie J.S. Gu, Hung K. So, Eric M.C. Wong, Christopher W.K. Lam. 2007. Fetal 


methylmercury exposure as measured by cord blood mercury concentrations in a mother–


infant cohort in Hong Kong. Environ. Int. 33(1) 84-92.  


 Lederman, S. A., Jones, R. L., Caldwell, K. L., Rauh, V., Sheets, S. E., Tang, D., … 


Perera, F. P. (2008). Relation between Cord Blood Mercury Levels and Early Child 


Development in a World Trade Center Cohort. Environmental Health Perspectives, 


116(8), 1085–1091. http://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.10831.  



http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1204976

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Jacobson%20JL%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25757069

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Jacobson%20JL%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25757069

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Ayotte%20P%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25757069

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=Ayotte%20P%5BAuthor%5D&cauthor=true&cauthor_uid=25757069

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/25757069

http://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.10831
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 Katsuyuki Murata, Pál Weihe, Esben Budtz-Jørgensen, Poul J Jørgensen, Philippe 


Grandjean. 2004. Delayed brainstem auditory evoked potential latencies in 14-year-old 


children exposed to methylmercury. J. Pediatrics. 144(2) 177-183. 
 Ng, S., C.Lin, S. Jeng, Y. Hwang, W. Hsieh,  P. Chen. 2015. Mercury, APOE, and child 


behavior, Chemosphere 120 (2015) 123-130. 


 Oken, E., Guthrie, L. B., Bloomingdale, A., Platek, D. N., Price, S., Haines, J., … 


Wright, R. O. (2013). A pilot randomized controlled trial to promote healthful fish 


consumption during pregnancy:  The Food for Thought Study. Nutrition Journal, 12, 33. 


http://doi.org/10.1186/1475-2891-12-33. 


 Oken, E., Radesky, J. S., Wright, R. O., Bellinger, D. C., Amarasiriwardena, C. J., 


Kleinman, K. P., … Gillman, M. W. (2008). Maternal fish intake during pregnancy, 


blood mercury, and child cognition at age 3 years in a US cohort. American Journal of 


Epidemiology, 167(10), 1171–1181. http://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwn034.   


 Oken, E., Wright, R. O., Kleinman, K. P., Bellinger, D., Amarasiriwardena, C. J., Hu, H., 


… Gillman, M. W. (2005). Maternal Fish Consumption, Hair Mercury, and Infant 


Cognition in a U.S. Cohort. Environmental Health Perspectives, 113(10), 1376–1380. 


http://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.8041.   


 Orenstein ST, Thurston SW, Bellinger DC, Schwartz JD, Amarasiriwardena CJ, Altshul 


LM, Korrick SA. 2014. Prenatal organochlorine and methylmercury exposure and 


memory and learning in school-age children in communities near the New Bedford 


Harbor Superfund Site, Massachusetts. Environ Health Perspect 122:1253–1259; 


http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1307804.  


 Sagiv, S. K., Thurston, S. W., Bellinger, D. C., Amarasiriwardena, C., & Korrick, S. A. 


(2012). Prenatal exposure to mercury and fish consumption during pregnancy and 


ADHD-related behavior in children. Archives of Pediatrics & Adolescent Medicine, 


166(12), 1123–1131. http://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2012.1286.  


 Suzuki, K. and  K. Nakaia, T. Sugawara, T. Nakamura, T. Ohba, M. Shimada, T. 


Hosokawa, K. Okamura, T. Sakai, N. Kurokawa, K. Murata, C. Satoh, H. Satoh. 2010. 


Neurobehavioral effects of prenatal exposure to methylmercury and PCBs, and seafood 


intake: Neonatal behavioral assessment scale results of Tohoku study of child 


development, Environmental Research 110 (2010) 699-704.  


 Wu , J., T. Ying, Z. Shen, H.  Wang. 2014. Effect of Low-Level Prenatal Mercury 


Exposure on Neonate Neurobehavioral Development in China, Pediatric Neurology 51 


(2014) 93-99.   


 XinHua Hospital affiliated to Shanghai Jiao Tong University School of Medicine, 


Shanghai Institute for Pediatric Research, Shanghai Key Laboratory of Children’s 


Environmental Health, Shanghai 200092, China. 2007. Prenatal exposure to mercury and 


neurobehavioral development of neonates in Zhoushan City, China, Environ Res. 2007 


Nov;105(3):390-9. Epub 2007 Jul 25. 


 


  



http://doi.org/10.1186/1475-2891-12-33

http://doi.org/10.1093/aje/kwn034

http://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.8041

http://doi.org/10.1001/archpediatrics.2012.1286

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/?term=gao+fish+mercury+Zhoushan+2007
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Appendix C 
Received on February 28, 2017 


 
Agency Response to Draft Report 


 
 


MEMORANDUM 


 


SUBJECT: Response to Office of Inspector General Draft Report No. OPE-FY15-0061 ― 


EPA Needs to Provide Leadership and Better Guidance to Improve Fish Advisory 


Risk Communications, dated December 2016 


 


FROM: Michael Shapiro 


Acting Assistant Administrator 


Office of Water 


 


Robert Kavlock 


Acting Assistant Administrator 


Office of Research and Development 


 


TO:  Carolyn Copper 


Assistant Inspector General 


Office of Inspector General 


 


Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the issues and recommendations in the subject audit 


report. Following is a summary of the agency’s overall position, along with its position on each 


of the report recommendations. We have provided high-level intended corrective actions and 


estimated completion dates to the extent we can. For your consideration, we have included a 


Technical Comments Attachment to supplement this response. 


 


AGENCY’S OVERALL POSITION 


 


EPA appreciates being provided with the opportunity to share the most current information on 


fish advisories and efforts to reevaluate the oral reference dose (RfD) for methylmercury. This 


response includes comments from the Office of Water (Headquarters; Regions 4, 5, 6, and 10; 


and the Great Lakes National Program Office) and the Office of Research and Development. 


 


EPA generally agrees with the findings in this report, pending suggested changes noted in this 


memo and in a Technical Comments Attachment that corrects some errors we found during our 


review and suggests some clarifications. We have concerns with some of the OIG’s 


recommendations and conclusions and believe modifications are needed to improve clarity and 


avoid a misrepresentation of both the fish advisory and IRIS processes. Adjusting the second, 


third and fourth recommendations as suggested will result in more meaningful corrective actions 


and ultimately, better public health protection for those who eat fish. 
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EPA would like to alert you to an example of recent leadership regarding fish advisory 


communications. EPA and FDA released their joint national-level fish advisory on January 18, 


2017. This easy-to-understand advisory provides information for the high-risk groups of women 


of child-bearing age and children, and it is consistent with other federal messages, such as those 


found in the 2015-20 Dietary Guidelines for Americans. We also appreciate your support for our 


leadership of the National Forum on Contaminants in Fish and our web-based advisory and 


technical resources which are included in the “Noteworthy Achievement” section of the report. 


 


We request that you include the entirety of this response as an appendix to the OIG final report. 


 


AGENCY’S RESPONSE TO REPORT RECOMMENDATIONS 


 


Agreements 


 


Recommendation 1: “Provide updated guidance to states and tribes on clear and effective risk 


communication methods for fish advisories, especially for high-risk groups. This guidance could 


recommend posting fish advisory information at locations where fish are caught; and using up-


to-date communication methods that include social media, webinars, emails, newsletters, etc.” 


 


Response: Develop a draft updated version of Volume 4: Risk Communication of the Guidance 


for Assessing Chemical Contaminant Data for Use in Fish Advisories.  


 


Recommendation 2: “Working with states and tribes, develop and disseminate best practices 


they can use to measure the effectiveness of fish advisories in providing risk information to 


subpopulations, such as subsistence fishers, tribes and other high fish-consuming groups.” 


 


Response: EPA concurs with the end goal of the recommendation – making sure high-risk 


subpopulations receive information on risks of eating certain fish. EPA understands the benefits 


of evaluating the effectiveness of fish advisory programs and agrees that working with the states 


and tribes in that area would benefit the fish advisory programs as well as the fishing population.   


 


 


Recommendation 3: “Develop and implement methods to ensure that tribal members receive 


current fish advisory information.” 


 


Response: EPA agrees with the goal of tribes receiving fish advisory information and thinks 


EPA can facilitate that communication.   


  


Recommendation 4: “Conduct an assessment for methylmercury to determine whether the 


reference dose requires updating, as indicated by the Integrated Risk Information System, and as 


proposed in the system’s 2012 and 2015 agendas.” 


 


Response: Following discussion with OIG, we have come to an understanding of OIG’s use of 


the term “assessment” as presented in the existing recommendation.  ORD generally concurs 


with the recommendation pending clarifications to the report language, including OIG 


conclusions as noted below and in the Technical Comments Attachment.   
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EPA disagrees with the OIG’s conclusion that the EPA’s oral RfD for methylmercury is overdue 


for an update because methylmercury was included as a priority in the 2012 and 2015 multi-year 


agendas. The OIG correctly reports that methylmercury was included in the 2015 multi-year 


agenda and was among the 6 chemicals listed as highest priority for evaluation.  However, 


inclusion of a chemical on the multi-year agenda does not indicate a determination of whether 


any specific toxicity value, such as the RfD, requires updating. Importantly, IRIS has not yet 


determined that the RfD for methylmercury requires updating. Updating or reassessing a toxicity 


value within the IRIS assessment development process can be made after scoping (to identify 


Agency partner needs) and problem formulation (to frame scientific questions in the assessment) 


are conducted. Only then can a determination be made that the methylmercury RfD should be 


reassessed to update the reference dose (among other toxicity values). 


 


In addition, EPA does not agree with the OIG determination that since the current RfD for 


methylmercury does not include recent epidemiological studies on mercury health effects, it is 


therefore overdue for reassessment. This presumption incorrectly focuses on making a 


determination whether the RfD requires updating based on the identification of selected scientific 


literature that post-dates the 2001 IRIS methylmercury RfD.  We recognize that the publication 


of epidemiological studies on mercury health effects has added information to the scientific 


literature. However, the existence of new literature does not automatically trigger a need for a 


reassessment, nor does it necessarily discredit an existing IRIS value. Determination of whether 


new literature provides information that warrants reassessment of the RfD can be made after 


scoping and problem formulation are conducted.  


 


Accordingly, ORD respectfully requests the OIG conclusions be clarified, as well as state that 


the IRIS Program has not yet made a determination on whether the RfD requires updating.   


 


Actions and Timeframes to Respond to OIG Recommendations 


 


No.  Recommendation  


(including proposed revision) 


EPA 


Office 


High-Level Intended 


Corrective Action(s)  


Estimated 


Completion by 


Quarter and FY  


1 Provide updated guidance to states and 


tribes on clear and effective risk 


communication methods for fish 


advisories, especially for high-risk 


groups. This guidance could 


recommend posting fish advisory 


information at locations where fish are 


caught; and using up-to-date 


communication methods that include 


social media, webinars, emails, 


newsletters, etc. 


OW Develop a draft updated 


version of Volume 4: 


Risk Communication of 


the Guidance for 


Assessing Chemical 


Contaminant Data for 


Use in Fish Advisories.  


 


Release final version. 


Draft: 4th Q 


FY2018 


 


Final: 2nd Q 


FY2020 


2 Working with states and tribes, develop 


and disseminate best practices they can 


use to measure the effectiveness of fish 


OW Develop draft guidance 


that identifies best 


practices to measure the 


Draft: 4th Q 


FY2018 
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No.  Recommendation  


(including proposed revision) 


EPA 


Office 


High-Level Intended 


Corrective Action(s)  


Estimated 


Completion by 


Quarter and FY  


advisories in providing risk information 


to subpopulations, such as subsistence 


fishers, tribes and other high fish-


consuming groups. 


 


 


effectiveness of fish 


advisories.  


 


Release final version. 


 


 


 


Final: 2nd Q 


FY2020 


3 Develop and implement methods to 


ensure that tribal members receive 


current fish advisory information. 


 


 


OW Send EPA’s fish advisory 


program newsletter to 


tribes. 


 


Work with Regions and 


OITA to share current 


fish advisory information 


with tribes. 


3rd Q FY 2017 


 


 


 


4th Q FY 2017 


4 Conduct an assessment for 


methylmercury to determine whether 


the reference dose requires updating, as 


indicated by the Integrated Risk 


Information System, and as proposed in 


the system’s 2012 and 2015 agendas. 


 


 


 


ORD Within the broader IRIS 


assessment development 


process, identification of 


whether a specific 


toxicity value (such as 


the reference dose) 


requires updating is 


accomplished following 


scoping and problem 


formulation.  The IRIS 


Program will complete 


scoping and problem 


formulation for 


methylmercury and 


determine whether the 


reference dose needs to 


be updated. 


 


1st Q FY 2019 


 


 


CONTACT INFORMATION 


 


If you have any questions regarding this response, please contact Laura Drummond, Audit 


Follow-up Coordinator of the Office of Water at 202-564-6561 or Drummond.laura@epa.gov or 


Maureen Hingeley, Audit Follow-up Coordinator of the Office of Research and Development at 


(202) 564-1306 or Hingeley.maureen@epa.gov . 


 


Attachment 


 



mailto:Drummond.laura@epa.gov

mailto:Hingeley.maureen@epa.gov
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Technical Comments 


 


 


CC: Arthur Elkins 


 Charles Sheehan 


Benita Best-Wong 


Tim Fontaine 


Sharon Vazquez 


Laura Drummond 


Tina Bahadori 


Louis D’Amico 


Heather Cursio 


Maureen Hingeley 
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Technical Comments Attachment 
EPA Comments on the Draft December 2016 OIG Report: EPA Needs to Provide Leadership 


and Better Guidance to Improve Fish Advisory Risk Communications 


The following table compiles errors and areas needing clarification found during the Office of 


Water’s review of the draft report. Suggestions provided by the Office of Research and 


Development follow the table. 


 


Page Suggestion 


type 


Suggestion and Rationale 


2 Clarification In the first sentence in the first paragraph of the Human Health Effects From 


Mercury section, you may want to specify that the 2001 criterion is for 


methylmercury. EPA has more than 100 water quality criteria just to protect 


human health, with 60 more to protect aquatic life. 


2 Clarification In the second paragraph of the Human Health Effects From Mercury section, it 


discusses that the most frequently consumed commercial fish contain low 


levels of methylmercury, which is true. However, you may want to mention 


that 7 types of commercially available fish contain high levels of 


methylmercury, and women of childbearing age and young children should 


avoid eating them. It is not just wild-caught fish that have high levels of 


mercury. 


2 Clarification In the second paragraph of the Human Health Effects From Mercury section, 


please clarify that wild-caught fish may contain high levels of methylmercury 


depending on location, species, and size of the fish since methylmercury tends 


to be higher in older, larger, predatory species. 


2 Correction We suggest using an EPA source for average fish consumption rates in Figure 


3. If that source is used, the Suquamish Tribe consumes 7.5 times more fish 


than the average population on a daily basis. 


3 Correction In Figure 3, we suggest using an EPA source for average fish consumption 


rates: Estimated Fish Consumption Rates for the U.S. Population and Selected 


Subpopulations (NHANES 2003-2010), which can be found at 


https://www.epa.gov/fish-tech/estimated-fish-consumption-rates-reports. EPA 


has used a fish consumption rate of 22 grams per day, found in that document 


and is the freshwater and estuarine (or nearshore) 90th percentile rate for all 


consumers, in its human health criteria recommendations since 2015. 


3 Correction Non-national advisories are done at both the state and local levels, not just 


local. It is not uncommon to have state-wide advisories. 


3 Correction Neither EPA nor FDA has a statutory or regulatory requirement to issue a 


national-level fish advisory. The joint collaboration is a voluntary effort.  


3 Clarification The report indicates that EPA is responsible for local fish advisories. Fish 


consumption advisories are generally produced by state health departments, 


which are not the state environmental agencies EPA usually interacts with.  


3 Correction Water quality criteria, whether developed by EPA or the states, are not used to 


develop fish advisories. Instead, states and tribe use the reference dose for non-


carcinogenic compounds like mercury and the cancer potency factor and the 


maximum acceptable risk level for carcinogenic compounds. The reference 


dose is used in an equation that calculates maximum allowable consumption 



https://www.epa.gov/fish-tech/estimated-fish-consumption-rates-reports





 


 
17-P-0174  29 


 


Page Suggestion 


type 


Suggestion and Rationale 


rates. Please see chapter 3 of Guidance for Assessing Chemical Contaminant 


Data for Use in Fish Advisories: Volume 2 - Risk Assessment and Fish 


Consumption Limits, Third Edition for more information. 


3-4 Correction EPA establishes water quality criteria recommendations. States and tribes are 


not required to adopt EPA’s recommendations; they can submit criteria for 


approval that they developed. Because criteria are not used in developing fish 


advisories, we recommend removing all text referring to water quality criteria 


and water quality standards, including Figure 4. 


3 Correction EPA’s Office of Research and Development derives the contaminant toxicity 


values in IRIS that are used in fish advisories. Those toxicity values are not 


developed under the purview of the Clean Water Act.  


3 Clarification We recommend including a citation to CWA § 101(a)(2) when you first 


mention the goal of “fishable, swimmable” waters. 


4 Correction In Figure 4, EPA develops water quality standards for states and tribes only 


where the Administer determines they are necessary. 


4 Correction Water quality standards do not dictate the content of or need for fish advisories. 


While fish advisories and water quality criteria use similar risk assessment 


tools, a water quality criterion or standard does not trigger a fish advisory. An 


advisory is the amount of fish that can be safely consumed for a given 


contaminant level found in fish tissue from a particular waterbody. A water 


quality criterion is a regulatory value that specifies acceptable levels of a 


chemical in the nation’s waters. 


4 Typographic “Protest” should be “protect.” 


4 Clarification While states and tribes may use water quality criteria and water quality 


standards to develop fish consumption advisories, they are not obligated to and 


they often identify other action levels to use instead. In addition, water quality 


criteria are based on exposure from multiple sources whereas fish advisories 


focus solely on exposure from eating fish. 


4 Clarification EPA has not updated its searchable database of fish advisories since 2011. 


5 Clarification The topic of tribal treaty rights and fish consumption is a little more nuanced 


than as expressed in the third paragraph in the “EPA Responsibilities Under 


Federal Indian Policy” section. EPA suggests something like: “Many tribes 


consume higher amounts of fish and shellfish than the general population. 


Some tribes hold reserved rights to take fish for subsistence, ceremonial, 


religious, and commercial purposes, including in waters under state 


jurisdiction. Their consumption habits may or may not be affected by health 


warnings about contaminated fish.”  


 


In addition to contamination, suppression may play a role in impeding treaty 


rights regarding fish. As noted by the National Environmental Justice Advisory 


Council in the 2002 publication Fish Consumption and Environmental Justice, 


‘‘a suppression effect may arise when fish upon which humans rely are no 


longer available in historical quantities (and kinds), such that humans are 


unable to catch and consume as much fish as they had or would. Such depleted 
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Page Suggestion 


type 


Suggestion and Rationale 


fisheries may result from a variety of affronts, including an aquatic 


environment that is contaminated, altered (due, among other things, to the 


presence of dams), overdrawn, and/or overfished. Were the fish not depleted, 


these people would consume fish at more robust baseline levels. . . . In the 


Pacific Northwest, for example, compromised aquatic ecosystems mean that 


fish are no longer available for tribal members to take, as they are entitled to do 


in exercise of their treaty rights.’’ 


5 Correction EPA does not have data to back up the statement that tribes “consume large 


amounts of contaminated fish.” The levels of fish contamination vary by 


location, species of fish, age of the fish, size of the fish, and where it exists on 


the food chain. Cultural norms may influence consumption of fish species that 


are typically low in mercury. Tribal consumption of fish may be low because 


of lifestyle changes from a historical fishing-dependent lifestyle, restrictions to 


accessing waterways, and other factors that may reduce tribal fish consumption 


rates. 


7 Typographic The sentence at the top of the page needs a period. 


7 Correction The last paragraph should be corrected to reflect that neither FDA nor EPA 


have regulatory requirements to conduct the national fish advisory. 


7 Typographic The sentence at the bottom of the page needs a period. In addition, it restates 


the assertion that the OIG did not evaluate contaminants other than 


methylmercury, which was stated two paragraphs earlier. 


8 Correction Like the comment on a similar sentence on page 5, EPA does not have data to 


back up the statement that “subsistence fishers consume large amounts of 


contaminated fish without health warnings.” 


8 Clarification In the first paragraph in the “Results” section, it would be clearer to state that 


only about half have adequately evaluated the effectiveness of their advisories. 


We would like the OIG to provide a listing of these states as an appendix to the 


report. 


8 Clarification While the RfD is important in developing water quality standards, because 


standards are not used to develop fish advisories, it would be less confusing if 


the statement “Because of its importance in developing water quality 


standards” was deleted. 


8 Clarification Is the fisher in the photo truly a subsistence fisher or just a recreational one? 


8 Typographic In the last paragraph, “group” needs an “s”. 


8-9 Clarification It would be helpful to identify specific situations where tribes do not receive 


advisory information. In some areas of the country (e.g., the Pacific 


Northwest), all of the tribes are very aware of contaminants in the water. 


However, some tribal members may decide that spiritual, cultural, and 


economic reasons for eating fish outweigh the risk any contaminants pose. 


9 Typographic In the third paragraph, “effected” should be “affected.” 


10 Clarification In the “Tribes Do Not Receive State Advisory Information” section, it would 


be helpful and more balanced to mention that EPA describes new and revised 


advisories that are posted by states in its monthly Fish and Shellfish Program 


Newsletter. Currently about one dozen tribes receive the newsletter. 
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Page Suggestion 


type 


Suggestion and Rationale 


10-


12 


Clarification In the “Advisories Provide Conflicting . . . Advice” section, it is entirely 


appropriate that fish advisories for specific fish and waterbodies should differ 


from advice regarding consumption of fish on a national scale. Contaminant 


levels within particular waterbodies differ, and these differences result in 


different advisories. 


11 Clarification While technically the national-level effort by FDA and EPA is an advisory, the 


agencies refer to it as “advice” to reduce its likelihood to scare the general 


public. 


11 Correction The joint FDA-EPA advice is not exclusive to commercial fish. It also 


mentions locally caught fish and tells people to look for local advisories and 


what to do if they can’t find advisory information. 


11 Correction EPA disagrees that the federal agencies publishing the fish advice, dietary 


guidelines, and toxicity levels deliver conflicting information. The reason FDA 


and EPA issue the fish advice jointly is to eliminate potential confusion by the 


public from potentially conflicting information from agencies with different 


missions. When USDA and HHS were developing the Dietary Guidelines 


2015-20, they were in touch with FDA and EPA to make sure that the 


information in the Dietary Guidelines did not conflict with the joint fish advice 


and that both products were delivering a consistent message. See 


https://www.epa.gov/fish-tech/epa-fda-advice-about-eating-fish-and-shellfish. 


11 Clarification EPA does not see the importance of the point regarding FDA’s action level and 


EPA’s screening values as it is unlikely the general public knows about these 


values. More importantly, the public has access to and will easily understand 


the updated joint FDA-EPA fish advice, of which the most recent version is 


clear and easy to understand. 


11 Correction There is no federal statute or regulation that requires consumption restrictions 


for the average consumer if mercury concentrations in fish exceed a certain 


level. 


11 Correction There is a fundamental misunderstanding about the methylmercury criterion 


(0.3 ppm) and fish advisories. The report falsely equates the methylmercury 


criterion with the fish tissue concentration that would generate an advisory. 


The 2010 implementation guidance for methylmercury explains how and why 


the criterion differs from a recommended screening value for a fish advisory 


limit for mercury in sections 5.4.3 and 5.4.4. In section 5.4.2 it states that 


someone eating fish at the average rate of consumption (17.5 g/d at the time) 


would not exceed the RfD for methylmercury if the fish tissue concentration 


were 0.4 mg/kg, not 0.3 ppm as stated in the report.  
11 Clarification A criterion is a regulatory value that does not balance risks and benefits; it is 


only concerned with preventing unacceptable risk. An advisory may consider 


benefits and risks when providing consumption advice. 


11 Clarification A screening value is the concentration of a contaminant in fish tissue that is of 


public health concern and is used as a threshold value against which tissue 


residue levels can be compared (p. 1-5, Vol. 2: Risk Assessment and fish 


Consumption Limits). The calculation of consumption limits is based upon 



https://www.epa.gov/fish-tech/epa-fda-advice-about-eating-fish-and-shellfish
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Page Suggestion 


type 


Suggestion and Rationale 


multiple factors – reference dose, body weight, meal size, time period, and 


contaminant concentration in fish tissue. The table of monthly consumption 


limits based on methylmercury (p. 4-5, Vol 2) shows that fish with 


concentrations of 0.049 ppm (a potential screening value for subsistence 


fishers) can be eaten 16 times per month, or approximately 4 times per week. 


12 Correction The Alabama example is incorrect – according to Region 4, the number should 


be 0.29 ppm (not 0.029), resulting in a level 3 times higher, not 30. In any case, 


the example is confusing. According to our guidance, a mercury level of 1 ppm 


should result in an advisory of 0.5 meals/month or one meal every other month 


and 0.029 ppm is appropriate for unlimited consumption. Without knowing 


what consumption limit Alabama set for that 1 ppm concentration, it is difficult 


to determine if it were inappropriate. In addition, it is unclear why the example 


is included since states can set their own risk levels and the last sentence 


implies that Alabama changed their consumption limits and is now consistent 


with all the other states in EPA Region 4. 


12 Clarification As stated in Section 5.4.2 of the implementation guidance for the 


methylmercury criterion, “Advisory limits can differ from one state or tribe to 


another. This inconsistency is due to a host of reasons, some of which speak to 


the flexibility states and authorized tribes have to use different assumptions 


(chemical concentrations, exposure scenarios and assumptions) to determine 


the necessity for issuing an advisory. The nonregulatory nature of fish 


advisories allows such agencies to choose the risk level deemed appropriate to 


more accurately reflect local fishing habits or to safely protect certain 


subpopulations (e.g., subsistence fishers).” Given the range of feasible policy 


choices that government agencies can make, it would not be surprising to find 


instances where state advisories differ. 


12 Correction The consumption restriction in Maryland and Virginia for striped bass is due to 


PCB contamination. The report repeatedly stresses it is focused solely on 


methylmercury, so EPA questions the inclusion of this example. 


12 Correction The Chesapeake Bay is not a homogeneous body of water and as such is not a 


good example to use for “conflicting” advisories. Contamination occurs in “hot 


spots” and different rivers (with differing mercury concentration levels) feed 


into different sections of the bay, so it would not be unusual to have different 


consumption rate recommendations in different parts of the bay as shown in 


Figure 5. 


13 Correction The Florida example is not one where tribe and state advisories disagree; from 


the way it is written it sounds like it is an example of a tribe not getting fish 


advisory information. Please consider including a better or clearer example. 


13 Clarification The Florida example is confusing for another reason. An advisory identifies the 


amount of fish that can be safely consumed given a particular level of 


contamination. The advisory is not affected by the consumption patterns of 


different groups that may consume fish from the waterbody. If one group eats 


fish at a rate higher than the advisory, it has unacceptable risk. If another group 
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Page Suggestion 


type 


Suggestion and Rationale 


eats fish at a lower rate than the advisory, then its risks is acceptable. The 


advisory does not change based on potential audiences. 


15 Correction 24 evaluations, almost half of U.S. states, is not “few states or tribes.” As stated 


earlier, EPA requests a list of those states in an appendix to the final report. 


15 Clarification EPA regions and program offices actively engage and collaborate with state 


and tribal fish advisory programs. For example, the Great Lakes National 


Program Office has funded activities that assess the efficiency of fish 


consumption messaging to different populations within the Great Lakes basin. 


In addition, GLNPO is funding a “point in time” survey which will assess 


knowledge and understanding of fish advisories across the basin. Region 10 


has some success stories where effective advisories have and are being 


developed, for example at the Palos Verdes Superfund site 


(http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1080/15245000903528381) and the 


lower Duwamish Waterway 


(http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/dnrp/newsroom/newsreleases/2014/Septemb


er/09-30-Duwamish-Fisher-Survey.aspx). 


15 Clarification As a result of the EPA 2008-9 survey on the effectiveness of the Mississippi 


Delta fish advisory, which may be what the IG report is referring to in “EPA 


examined this question in 2010”, Mississippi used the survey results to 


improve their outreach campaigns in the Delta. 


15-


16 


Correction As noted previously, the water quality criterion for methylmercury is not used 


in developing fish advisories, so suggest removing Figure 6 and the sentence 


referencing it on page 15. Similarly, please remove “ultimately” in the 


paragraph after Figure 6 to unlink the AWQC and fish advisories. To reduce 


confusion, you could delete all references to water quality criteria and 


standards in that paragraph. 


16 Correction Because fish advisories do not rely on water quality criteria, it would be more 


relevant to the report to include the equations used in fish advisories. See 


Equation 3-3 in EPA’s Guidance for Assessing Chemical Contaminant Data 


for Use in Fish Advisories: Volume 2 - Risk Assessment and Fish Consumption 


Limits, Third Edition. 


16 Clarification If a health department wishes to balance the benefits of fish consumption with 


risk, it may do so as a risk management decision so any perceived leniency or 


restrictiveness of the RfD could be compensated for in the advisory. 


 


Technical Comments from the Office of Research and Development 
 


At A Glance 


 


“We also found that the EPA’s 2001 oral reference dose (RfD) for methylmercury is overdue 


for review. Through its Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), the EPA has recognized 


the need to revise its 2001 RfD for methylmercury, and the agency proposed a revision in 2012 


and again in 2015.” (What We Found) 


 



http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/abs/10.1080/15245000903528381

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/dnrp/newsroom/newsreleases/2014/September/09-30-Duwamish-Fisher-Survey.aspx

http://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/dnrp/newsroom/newsreleases/2014/September/09-30-Duwamish-Fisher-Survey.aspx
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These sentences are not accurate. Addition of a chemical to the IRIS agenda does not constitute 


starting the assessment. Projected start dates are subject to change depending on Agency 


resources and priorities, and should not be used to determine whether an assessment has begun 


development, or if an assessment is overdue. Inclusion of a chemical on the agenda does not 


indicate whether any specific toxicity value has been identified as needed to be revised. 


 


Suggested Revision:  ORD suggests replacing these two sentences with: “EPA included 


methylmercury on its 2012 and 2015 agendas for the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) 


Program. Although the EPA’s 2001 RfD for methylmercury is an agency-supported value that 


remains accepted by EPA for decision-making…”  


 


“We recommend that the EPA's Office of Research and Development conduct an assessment 


for methylmercury to determine whether the reference dose requires updating as proposed in 


the 2012 and 2015 IRIS agendas.” (Recommendations) 


 


As discussed earlier in the memorandum, the recommendation should be clarified to indicate 


when in the assessment development process the determination is made whether a specific 


toxicity value (in this case, the RfD) may be impacted by new literature and a reassessment is 


warranted. 


 


Suggested Revision:  ORD suggests replacing this sentence with “We recommend that the EPA's 


Office of Research and Development conduct scoping and problem formulation to determine 


whether a reassessment to update the reference dose is required, consistent with methylmercury’s 


inclusion in the IRIS Program’s 2012 and 2015 agendas.” 


 


Report 


 


Page 7:  The Scope and Methodology section should be clarified to indicate that it did not 


include an evaluation of the IRIS assessment development process, or the process for developing 


the IRIS 2015 multi-year agenda, which was developed with extensive involvement of the 


program and regional offices to reflect their priority needs.  


 


Suggested Revision:  ORD suggests adding language to Scope and Methodology section that 


includes: “the scope of our work did not include an evaluation of the IRIS assessment 


development process, or the process for developing the IRIS 2015 multi-year agenda.” 


 


Page 8:  The report states: “The EPA’s 2001 oral reference dose (RFD) for methylmercury is 


overdue for review. Through its Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) process, the EPA has 


recognized that a revision of the methylmercury RfD is due, but to date the revision process has 


not started.” As noted earlier, the IRIS assessment for methylmercury is not overdue. Addition of 


a chemical to the IRIS agenda does not constitute starting the assessment. Projected start dates 


are subject to change depending on Agency resources and priorities, and should not be used to 


determine whether an assessment has begun development, or if an assessment is overdue. 


Inclusion of a chemical on the agenda does not indicate whether any specific toxicity value has 


been identified as needed to be revised.  
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Suggested Revision:  ORD suggests replacing these two sentences with: “The publication of 


epidemiological studies on mercury health effects has added information to the scientific 


literature. ORD should determine whether this and other new literature would warrant a 


reassessment to update the 2001 oral reference dose (RfD) for methylmercury.” 


 


Page 15:  The report includes a section titled “Consumption Advice Is Not Based on Up-to-Date 


Science” which is misleading and could be interpreted as undermining the current RfD. The 


availability of new literature published after the 2001 RfD does not indicate that the value or the 


science is outdated, nor does it automatically trigger a need for a reassessment or discredit an 


existing IRIS value. This misrepresents the scientific approaches used to develop toxicity values 


such as RfDs. Determination of whether new literature provides information that warrants 


reassessment of the RfD can be made after scoping and problem formulation are conducted.  


Suggested Revision:  ORD suggests revising this title as follows: “Ensuring Up-to-Date Science 


for Consumption Advice.” 


Page 15:  The OIG evaluation’s scope including OIG interviews with two scientists did not 


include a comprehensive evaluation of the methylmercury literature. As noted in the report, the 


scientists indicate their studies “may [emphasis added] provide relevant information for the 


development of a revised RfD.” The existence of new literature does not automatically trigger a 


need for a reassessment, nor does it discredit an existing IRIS value.  


 


Suggested Revision:  ORD requests that additional text be included that clarifies the limitations 


and uncertainties in the analysis of selected references for methylmercury. 


 


Page 15:  In the report, OIG states, “Through its IRIS process, the EPA recognized that a 


revision of the methylmercury RfD is due. In 2012, the EPA included methylmercury on its IRIS 


agenda for revision by the end of fiscal year 2014, but this did not occur.” As noted previously, 


inclusion of a chemical on the IRIS agenda does not constitute a determination that a specific 


toxicity value need to be updated. Additionally, projected start dates are subject to change 


depending on the Agency’s resources and priorities, and should not be used to determine whether 


an assessment has begun development, or if an assessment is overdue.  


 


Suggested Revision:  ORD suggests revising these sentences as follows: “Through its IRIS 


process, EPA prioritized initiating a number of assessments, including methylmercury, as 


indicated by the IRIS 2015 agenda.”   


 


Page 21:  Bullet 1 is an incomplete citation.  


 


Suggested Revision:  Boucher O, Jacobson SW, Plusquellec P, Dewailly É, Ayotte P, Forget-


Dubois N, Jacobson JL, Muckle G. 2012. Prenatal Methylmercury, Postnatal Lead Exposure, and 


Evidence of Attention Deficit/Hyperactivity Disorder among Inuit Children in Arctic Québec. 


Environ Health Perspect 120:1456–1461; http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1204976 


 


Page 21:  Bullet 3 is a citation for a conference presentation. Presentations and posters are not 


peer reviewed, and would not inform the development of an IRIS assessment. 


 


Suggested Revision:  Please remove citation. 



http://dx.doi.org/10.1289/ehp.1204976





 


 
17-P-0174  36 


 


 


Page 21:  Bullet 6 is an incomplete citation.  


 


Suggested Revision:  Jedrychowski W, Jankowski J, Flak E, Skarupa A, Mroz E, Sochacka-


Tatara E, Lisowska-Miszczyk I, Szpanowska-Wohn A, Rauh V, Skolicki Z, Kaim I, Perera F. 


2006. Effects of prenatal exposure to mercury on cognitive and psychomotor function in one-


year-old infants:  epidemiologic cohort study in Poland. Ann Epidemiol. 16(6):  439-47. 


 


Page 21:  Bullet 8 includes two references, one incomplete.  


 


Suggested Revision:  Tai F. Fok, Hugh S. Lam, Pak C. Ng, Alexander S.K. Yip, Ngai C. Sin, Iris 


H.S. Chan, Goldie J.S. Gu, Hung K. So, Eric M.C. Wong, Christopher W.K. Lam. 2007. Fetal 


methylmercury exposure as measured by cord blood mercury concentrations in a mother–infant 


cohort in Hong Kong. Environ. Int. 33(1) 84-92. 


 


Page 21:  Bullet 9 is an incomplete citation.  


 


Suggested Revision:  Lederman, S. A., Jones, R. L., Caldwell, K. L., Rauh, V., Sheets, S. E., 


Tang, D., … Perera, F. P. (2008). Relation between Cord Blood Mercury Levels and Early Child 


Development in a World Trade Center Cohort. Environmental Health Perspectives, 116(8), 


1085–1091. http://doi.org/10.1289/ehp.10831. 


 


Page 22:  Bullet 1 is an incomplete citation.  


 


Suggested Revision:  Katsuyuki Murata, Pál Weihe, Esben Budtz-Jørgensen, Poul J Jørgensen, 


Philippe Grandjean. 2004. Delayed brainstem auditory evoked potential latencies in 14-year-old 


children exposed to methylmercury. J. Pediatrics. 144(2) 177-183. 


 


Page 22:  Bullet 3 is an incomplete citation.  


 


Suggested Revision:  Oken, E., Guthrie, L. B., Bloomingdale, A., Platek, D. N., Price, S., 


Haines, J., … Wright, R. O. (2013). A pilot randomized controlled trial to promote healthful fish 


consumption during pregnancy:  The Food for Thought Study. Nutrition Journal, 12, 33. 


http://doi.org/10.1186/1475-2891-12-33. 


 


Page 22:  Bullet 4 is an incomplete citation.  


 


Suggested Revision:  Oken, E., Radesky, J. S., Wright, R. O., Bellinger, D. C., 
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APPENDIX B 
 
 
 


Relevant Sections of Statues, Regulations, or Judicial/Administrative 
Decrees Enabling the Collection of Information  


 
 
 
Clean Water Act 104, as printed in 
(http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/USCODE-2011-title33/pdf/USCODE-2011-title33-chap26-
subchapI-sec1254.pdf) 


Title 33: Navigation and Navigable Waters 
Chapter 26: Water Pollution Prevention and Control 
Subchapter 1: Research and Related Programs 
Section 1254: Research, investigations, training, and information 



http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode33/usc_sec_33_00001254----000-.html)

http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode33/usc_sec_33_00001254----000-.html)
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LII / Legal Information Institute 
 
 


U.S. Code collection 
 
 


TITLE 33 > CHAPTER 26 > SUBCHAPTER I > § 1254 


§ 1254. Research, investigations, training, and information 
How Current is This? 


 
(a) Establishment of national programs; cooperation; investigations; 
water quality surveillance system; reports 


The Administrator shall establish national programs for the prevention, 
reduction, and elimination of pollution and as part of such programs shall— 


 
(1)  in cooperation with other Federal, State, and local agencies, conduct 
and promote the coordination and acceleration of, research, investigations, 
experiments, training, demonstrations, surveys, and studies relating to the 
causes, effects, extent, prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution; 


 
(2)  encourage, cooperate with, and render technical services to pollution 
control agencies and other appropriate public or private agencies, 
institutions, and organizations, and individuals, including the general public, 
in the conduct of activities referred to in paragraph (1) of this subsection; 


 
(3)  conduct, in cooperation with State water pollution control agencies and 
other interested agencies, organizations and persons, public investigations 
concerning the pollution of any navigable waters, and report on the results of 
such investigations; 


 
(4)  establish advisory committees composed of recognized experts in 
various aspects of pollution and representatives of the public to assist in the 
examination and evaluation of research progress and proposals and to avoid 
duplication of research; 


 
(5)  in cooperation with the States, and their political subdivisions, and 
other Federal agencies establish, equip, and maintain a water quality 
surveillance system for the purpose of monitoring the quality of the 
navigable waters and ground waters and the contiguous zone and the oceans 
and the Administrator shall, to the extent practicable, conduct such 
surveillance by utilizing the resources of the National Aeronautics and Space 
Administration, the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, the 
United States Geological Survey, and the Coast Guard, and shall report on 
such quality in the report required under subsection (a) of section 1375 of 
this title; and 


 
(6)  initiate and promote the coordination and acceleration of research 
designed to develop the most effective practicable tools and techniques for 
measuring the social and economic costs and benefits of activities which are 
subject to regulation under this chapter; and shall transmit a report on the 
results of such research to the Congress not later than January 1, 1974. 


 
(b) Authorized activities of Administrator 
In carrying out the provisions of subsection (a) of this section the Administrator 
is authorized to— 


 
(1)  collect and make available, through publications and other appropriate 
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this title: 
 
Notes 
Updates 
Parallel 
regulations 
(CFR) 
Your 
comments 



http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode33/usc_sec_33_00001254----000-.html





US CODE: Title 33,1254. Research, investigations, training, and information Page 2 of 9 


http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode33/usc_sec_33_00001254----000-.html 1/4/2007 


 


 


 
 
 
 
 


means, the results of and other information, including appropriate 
recommendations by him in connection therewith, pertaining to such 
research and other activities referred to in paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of 
this section; 


 
(2)  cooperate with other Federal departments and agencies, State water 
pollution control agencies, interstate agencies, other public and private 
agencies, institutions, organizations, industries involved, and individuals, in 
the preparation and conduct of such research and other activities referred to 
in paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of this section; 


 
(3)  make grants to State water pollution control agencies, interstate 
agencies, other public or nonprofit private agencies, institutions, 
organizations, and individuals, for purposes stated in paragraph (1) of 
subsection (a) of this section; 


 
(4)  contract with public or private agencies, institutions, organizations, and 
individuals, without regard to section 3324 (a) and (b) of title 31 and section 
5 of title 41, referred to in paragraph (1) of subsection (a) of this section; 


 
(5)  establish and maintain research fellowships at public or nonprofit 
private educational institutions or research organizations; 


 
(6)  collect and disseminate, in cooperation with other Federal departments 
and agencies, and with other public or private agencies, institutions, and 
organizations having related responsibilities, basic data on chemical, 
physical, and biological effects of varying water quality and other information 
pertaining to pollution and the prevention, reduction, and elimination 
thereof; and 


 
(7)  develop effective and practical processes, methods, and prototype 
devices for the prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution. 


 
(c) Research and studies on harmful effects of pollutants; cooperation 
with Secretary of Health and Human Services 


In carrying out the provisions of subsection (a) of this section the Administrator 
shall conduct research on, and survey the results of other scientific studies on, 
the harmful effects on the health or welfare of persons caused by pollutants. In 
order to avoid duplication of effort, the Administrator shall, to the extent 
practicable, conduct such research in cooperation with and through the facilities 
of the Secretary of Health and Human Services. 


 


 
(d) Sewage treatment; identification and measurement of effects of 
pollutants; augmented streamflow 


In carrying out the provisions of this section the Administrator shall develop and 
demonstrate under varied conditions (including conducting such basic and 
applied research, studies, and experiments as may be necessary): 


 
(1)  Practicable means of treating municipal sewage, and other waterborne 
wastes to implement the requirements of section 1281 of this title; 


 
(2)  Improved methods and procedures to identify and measure the effects 
of pollutants, including those pollutants created by new technological 
developments; and 


 
(3)  Methods and procedures for evaluating the effects on water quality of 
augmented streamflows to control pollution not susceptible to other means of 
prevention, reduction, or elimination. 


 
(e) Field laboratory and research facilities 


The Administrator shall establish, equip, and maintain field laboratory and 
research facilities, including, but not limited to, one to be located in the 
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northeastern area of the United States, one in the Middle Atlantic area, one in 
the southeastern area, one in the midwestern area, one in the southwestern 
area, one in the Pacific Northwest, and one in the State of Alaska, for the 
conduct of research, investigations, experiments, field demonstrations and 
studies, and training relating to the prevention, reduction and elimination of 
pollution. Insofar as practicable, each such facility shall be located near 
institutions of higher learning in which graduate training in such research might 
be carried out. In conjunction with the development of criteria under section 
1343 of this title, the Administrator shall construct the facilities authorized for 
the National Marine Water Quality Laboratory established under this subsection. 


 
(f) Great Lakes water quality research 


The Administrator shall conduct research and technical development work, and 
make studies, with respect to the quality of the waters of the Great Lakes, 
including an analysis of the present and projected future water quality of the 
Great Lakes under varying conditions of waste treatment and disposal, an 
evaluation of the water quality needs of those to be served by such waters, an 
evaluation of municipal, industrial, and vessel waste treatment and disposal 
practices with respect to such waters, and a study of alternate means of solving 
pollution problems (including additional waste treatment measures) with respect 
to such waters. 


 


 
(g) Treatment works pilot training programs; employment needs 
forecasting; training projects and grants; research fellowships; technical 
training; report to the President and transmittal to Congress 


(1)  For the purpose of providing an adequate supply of trained personnel to 
operate and maintain existing and future treatment works and related 
activities, and for the purpose of enhancing substantially the proficiency of 
those engaged in such activities, the Administrator shall finance pilot 
programs, in cooperation with State and interstate agencies, municipalities, 
educational institutions, and other organizations and individuals, of 
manpower development and training and retraining of persons in, on 
entering into, the field of operation and maintenance of treatment works and 
related activities. Such program and any funds expended for such a program 
shall supplement, not supplant, other manpower and training programs and 
funds available for the purposes of this paragraph. The Administrator is 
authorized, under such terms and conditions as he deems appropriate, to 
enter into agreements with one or more States, acting jointly or severally, or 
with other public or private agencies or institutions for the development and 
implementation of such a program. 


 
(2)  The Administrator is authorized to enter into agreements with public 
and private agencies and institutions, and individuals to develop and 
maintain an effective system for forecasting the supply of, and demand for, 
various professional and other occupational categories needed for the 
prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution in each region, State, or 
area of the United States and, from time to time, to publish the results of 
such forecasts. 


 
(3)  In furtherance of the purposes of this chapter, the Administrator is 
authorized to— 


(A)  make grants to public or private agencies and institutions and to 
individuals for training projects, and provide for the conduct of training 
by contract with public or private agencies and institutions and with 
individuals without regard to section 3324 (a) and (b) of title 31 and 
section 5 of title 41; 


 
(B)  establish and maintain research fellowships in the Environmental 
Protection Agency with such stipends and allowances, including 
traveling and subsistence expenses, as he may deem necessary to 
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procure the assistance of the most promising research fellows; and 
 


(C)  provide, in addition to the program established under paragraph 
(1) of this subsection, training in technical matters relating to the 
causes, prevention, reduction, and elimination of pollution for 
personnel of public agencies and other persons with suitable 
qualifications. 


 
 


(4)  The Administrator shall submit, through the President, a report to the 
Congress not later than December 31, 1973, summarizing the actions taken 
under this subsection and the effectiveness of such actions, and setting forth 
the number of persons trained, the occupational categories for which training 
was provided, the effectiveness of other Federal, State, and local training 
programs in this field, together with estimates of future needs, 
recommendations on improving training programs, and such other 
information and recommendations, including legislative recommendations, as 
he deems appropriate. 


 
(h) Lake pollution 


The Administrator is authorized to enter into contracts with, or make grants to, 
public or private agencies and organizations and individuals for 


 
(A)  the purpose of developing and demonstrating new or improved methods 
for the prevention, removal, reduction, and elimination of pollution in lakes, 
including the undesirable effects of nutrients and vegetation, and 


 
(B)  the construction of publicly owned research facilities for such purpose. 


 


 
 


(i) Oil pollution control studies 


The Administrator, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Department in which 
the Coast Guard is operating, shall— 


 
(1)  engage in such research, studies, experiments, and demonstrations as 
he deems appropriate, relative to the removal of oil from any waters and to 
the prevention, control, and elimination of oil and hazardous substances 
pollution; 


 
(2)  publish from time to time the results of such activities; and 


 
(3)  from time to time, develop and publish in the Federal Register 
specifications and other technical information on the various chemical 
compounds used in the control of oil and hazardous substances spills. 


 
In carrying out this subsection, the Administrator may enter into contracts with, or 
make grants to, public or private agencies and organizations and individuals. 


 
(j) Solid waste disposal equipment for vessels 


The Secretary of the department in which the Coast Guard is operating shall 
engage in such research, studies, experiments, and demonstrations as he deems 
appropriate relative to equipment which is to be installed on board a vessel and 
is designed to receive, retain, treat, or discharge human body wastes and the 
wastes from toilets and other receptacles intended to receive or retain body 
wastes with particular emphasis on equipment to be installed on small 
recreational vessels. The Secretary of the department in which the Coast Guard 
is operating shall report to Congress the results of such research, studies, 
experiments, and demonstrations prior to the effective date of any regulations 
established under section 1322 of this title. In carrying out this subsection the 
Secretary of the department in which the Coast Guard is operating may enter 
into contracts with, or make grants to, public or private organizations and 
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individuals. 
 


(k) Land acquisition 


In carrying out the provisions of this section relating to the conduct by the 
Administrator of demonstration projects and the development of field 
laboratories and research facilities, the Administrator may acquire land and 
interests therein by purchase, with appropriated or donated funds, by donation, 
or by exchange for acquired or public lands under his jurisdiction which he 
classifies as suitable for disposition. The values of the properties so exchanged 
either shall be approximately equal, or if they are not approximately equal, the 
values shall be equalized by the payment of cash to the grantor or to the 
Administrator as the circumstances require. 


 


 
(l) Collection and dissemination of scientific knowledge on effects and 
control of pesticides in water 


(1)  The Administrator shall, after consultation with appropriate local, State, 
and Federal agencies, public and private organizations, and interested 
individuals, as soon as practicable but not later than January 1, 1973, 
develop and issue to the States for the purpose of carrying out this chapter 
the latest scientific knowledge available in indicating the kind and extent of 
effects on health and welfare which may be expected from the presence of 
pesticides in the water in varying quantities. He shall revise and add to such 
information whenever necessary to reflect developing scientific knowledge. 


 
(2)  The President shall, in consultation with appropriate local, State, and 
Federal agencies, public and private organizations, and interested individuals, 
conduct studies and investigations of methods to control the release of 
pesticides into the environment which study shall include examination of the 
persistency of pesticides in the water environment and alternatives thereto. 
The President shall submit reports, from time to time, on such investigations 
to Congress together with his recommendations for any necessary 
legislation. 


 
(m) Waste oil disposal study 


(1)  The Administrator shall, in an effort to prevent degradation of the 
environment from the disposal of waste oil, conduct a study of 


(A)  the generation of used engine, machine, cooling, and similar 
waste oil, including quantities generated, the nature and quality of 
such oil, present collecting methods and disposal practices, and 
alternate uses of such oil; 


 
(B)  the long-term, chronic biological effects of the disposal of such 
waste oil; and 


 
(C)  the potential market for such oils, including the economic and 
legal factors relating to the sale of products made from such oils, the 
level of subsidy, if any, needed to encourage the purchase by public 
and private nonprofit agencies of products from such oil, and the 
practicability of Federal procurement, on a priority basis, of products 
made from such oil. In conducting such study, the Administrator shall 
consult with affected industries and other persons. 


 
 


(2)  The Administrator shall report the preliminary results of such study to 
Congress within six months after October 18, 1972, and shall submit a final 
report to Congress within 18 months after such date. 


 
(n) Comprehensive studies of effects of pollution on estuaries and 
estuarine zones 
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(1)  The Administrator shall, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Army, 
the Secretary of Agriculture, the Water Resources Council, and with other 
appropriate Federal, State, interstate, or local public bodies and private 
organizations, institutions, and individuals, conduct and promote, and 
encourage contributions to, continuing comprehensive studies of the effects 
of pollution, including sedimentation, in the estuaries and estuarine zones of 
the United States on fish and wildlife, on sport and commercial fishing, on 
recreation, on water supply and water power, and on other beneficial 
purposes. Such studies shall also consider the effect of demographic trends, 
the exploitation of mineral resources and fossil fuels, land and industrial 
development, navigation, flood and erosion control, and other uses of 
estuaries and estuarine zones upon the pollution of the waters therein. 


 
(2)  In conducting such studies, the Administrator shall assemble, 
coordinate, and organize all existing pertinent information on the Nation’s 
estuaries and estuarine zones; carry out a program of investigations and 
surveys to supplement existing information in representative estuaries and 
estuarine zones; and identify the problems and areas where further research 
and study are required. 


 
(3)  The Administrator shall submit to Congress, from time to time, reports 
of the studies authorized by this subsection but at least one such report 
during any six-year period. Copies of each such report shall be made 
available to all interested parties, public and private. 


 
(4)  For the purpose of this subsection, the term “estuarine zones” means 
an environmental system consisting of an estuary and those transitional 
areas which are consistently influenced or affected by water from an estuary 
such as, but not limited to, salt marshes, coastal and intertidal areas, bays, 
harbors, lagoons, inshore waters, and channels, and the term “estuary” 
means all or part of the mouth of a river or stream or other body of water 
having unimpaired natural connection with open sea and within which the 
sea water is measurably diluted with fresh water derived from land drainage. 


 
(o) Methods of reducing total flow of sewage and unnecessary water 
consumption; reports 


(1)  The Administrator shall conduct research and investigations on devices, 
systems, incentives, pricing policy, and other methods of reducing the total 
flow of sewage, including, but not limited to, unnecessary water consumption 
in order to reduce the requirements for, and the costs of, sewage and waste 
treatment services. Such research and investigations shall be directed to 
develop devices, systems, policies, and methods capable of achieving the 
maximum reduction of unnecessary water consumption. 


 
(2)  The Administrator shall report the preliminary results of such studies 
and investigations to the Congress within one year after October 18, 1972, 
and annually thereafter in the report required under subsection (a) of section 
1375 of this title. Such report shall include recommendations for any 
legislation that may be required to provide for the adoption and use of 
devices, systems, policies, or other methods of reducing water consumption 
and reducing the total flow of sewage. Such report shall include an estimate 
of the benefits to be derived from adoption and use of such devices, 
systems, policies, or other methods and also shall reflect estimates of any 
increase in private, public, or other cost that would be occasioned thereby. 


 
(p) Agricultural pollution 


In carrying out the provisions of subsection (a) of this section the Administrator 
shall, in cooperation with the Secretary of Agriculture, other Federal agencies, 
and the States, carry out a comprehensive study and research program to 
determine new and improved methods and the better application of existing 
methods of preventing, reducing, and eliminating pollution from agriculture, 
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including the legal, economic, and other implications of the use of such methods. 
 


 
(q) Sewage in rural areas; national clearinghouse for alternative 
treatment information; clearinghouse on small flows 


(1)  The Administrator shall conduct a comprehensive program of research 
and investigation and pilot project implementation into new and improved 
methods of preventing, reducing, storing, collecting, treating, or otherwise 
eliminating pollution from sewage in rural and other areas where collection of 
sewage in conventional, communitywide sewage collection systems is 
impractical, uneconomical, or otherwise infeasible, or where soil conditions or 
other factors preclude the use of septic tank and drainage field systems. 


 
(2)  The Administrator shall conduct a comprehensive program of research 
and investigation and pilot project implementation into new and improved 
methods for the collection and treatment of sewage and other liquid wastes 
combined with the treatment and disposal of solid wastes. 


 
(3)  The Administrator shall establish, either within the Environmental 
Protection Agency, or through contract with an appropriate public or private 
non-profit organization, a national clearinghouse which shall 


(A)  receive reports and information resulting from research, 
demonstrations, and other projects funded under this chapter related 
to paragraph (1) of this subsection and to subsection (e)(2) of section 
1255 of this title; 


 
(B)  coordinate and disseminate such reports and information for use 
by Federal and State agencies, municipalities, institutions, and persons 
in developing new and improved methods pursuant to this subsection; 
and 


 
(C)  provide for the collection and dissemination of reports and 
information relevant to this subsection from other Federal and State 
agencies, institutions, universities, and persons. 


 
 


(4) Small flows clearinghouse.—  Notwithstanding section 1285 (d) of 
this title, from amounts that are set aside for a fiscal year under section 
1285 (i) of this title and are not obligated by the end of the 24-month period 
of availability for such amounts under section 1285 (d) of this title, the 
Administrator shall make available $1,000,000 or such unobligated amount, 
whichever is less, to support a national clearinghouse within the 
Environmental Protection Agency to collect and disseminate information on 
small flows of sewage and innovative or alternative wastewater treatment 
processes and techniques, consistent with paragraph (3). This paragraph 
shall apply with respect to amounts set aside under section 1285 (i) of this 
title for which the 24-month period of availability referred to in the preceding 
sentence ends on or after September 30, 1986. 


 
(r) Research grants to colleges and universities 


The Administrator is authorized to make grants to colleges and universities to 
conduct basic research into the structure and function of freshwater aquatic 
ecosystems, and to improve understanding of the ecological characteristics 
necessary to the maintenance of the chemical, physical, and biological integrity 
of freshwater aquatic ecosystems. 


 
(s) River Study Centers 


The Administrator is authorized to make grants to one or more institutions of 
higher education (regionally located and to be designated as “River Study 
Centers”) for the purpose of conducting and reporting on interdisciplinary studies 
on the nature of river systems, including hydrology, biology, ecology, economics, 



http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode33/usc_sec_33_00001254----000-.html





US CODE: Title 33,1254. Research, investigations, training, and information Page 8 of 9 


http://www.law.cornell.edu/uscode/html/uscode33/usc_sec_33_00001254----000-.html 1/4/2007 


 


 


 
 
 
 
 


the relationship between river uses and land uses, and the effects of 
development within river basins on river systems and on the value of water 
resources and water related activities. No such grant in any fiscal year shall 
exceed $1,000,000. 


 
(t) Thermal discharges 


The Administrator shall, in cooperation with State and Federal agencies and 
public and private organizations, conduct continuing comprehensive studies of 
the effects and methods of control of thermal discharges. In evaluating 
alternative methods of control the studies shall consider 


 
(1)  such data as are available on the latest available technology, economic 
feasibility including cost-effectiveness analysis, and 


 
(2)  the total impact on the environment, considering not only water quality 
but also air quality, land use, and effective utilization and conservation of 
freshwater and other natural resources. Such studies shall consider methods 
of minimizing adverse effects and maximizing beneficial effects of thermal 
discharges. The results of these studies shall be reported by the 
Administrator as soon as practicable, but not later than 270 days after 
October 18, 1972, and shall be made available to the public and the States, 
and considered as they become available by the Administrator in carrying out 
section 1326 of this title and by the States in proposing thermal water quality 
standards. 


 


 
 


(u) Authorization of appropriations 


There is authorized to be appropriated 
 


(1)  not to exceed $100,000,000 per fiscal year for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1973, the fiscal year ending June 30, 1974, and the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1975, not to exceed $14,039,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1980, not to exceed $20,697,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1981, not to exceed $22,770,000 for the fiscal year ending 
September 30, 1982, such sums as may be necessary for fiscal years 1983 
through 1985, and not to exceed $22,770,000 per fiscal year for each of the 
fiscal years 1986 through 1990, for carrying out the provisions of this 
section, other than subsections (g)(1) and (2), (p), (r), and (t) of this 
section, except that such authorizations are not for any research, 
development, or demonstration activity pursuant to such provisions; 


 
(2)  not to exceed $7,500,000 for fiscal years 1973, 1974, and 1975, 
$2,000,000 for fiscal year 1977, $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1978, $3,000,000 
for fiscal year 1979, $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1980, $3,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1981, $3,000,000 for fiscal year 1982, such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal years 1983 through 1985, and $3,000,000 per fiscal year for each 
of the fiscal years 1986 through 1990, for carrying out the provisions of 
subsection (g)(1) of this section; 


 
(3)  not to exceed $2,500,000 for fiscal years 1973, 1974, and 1975, 
$1,000,000 for fiscal year 1977, $1,500,000 for fiscal year 1978, $1,500,000 
for fiscal year 1979, $1,500,000 for fiscal year 1980, $1,500,000 for fiscal 
year 1981, $1,500,000 for fiscal year 1982, such sums as may be necessary 
for fiscal years 1983 through 1985, and $1,500,000 per fiscal year for each 
of the fiscal years 1986 through 1990, for carrying out the provisions of 
subsection (g)(2) of this section; 


 
(4)  not to exceed $10,000,000 for each of the fiscal years ending June 30, 
1973, June 30, 1974, and June 30, 1975, for carrying out the provisions of 
subsection (p) of this section; 


 
(5)  not to exceed $15,000,000 per fiscal year for the fiscal years ending 
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June 30, 1973, June 30, 1974, and June 30, 1975, for 
carrying out the provisions of subsection (r) of this 
section; and 


 
(6)  not to exceed $10,000,000 per fiscal year for the 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1973, June 30, 1974, and 
June 30, 1975, for carrying out the provisions of 
subsection (t) of this section. 


 


 
 


(v) Studies concerning pathogen indicators in coastal recreation waters 


Not later than 18 months after October 10, 2000, after 
consultation and in cooperation with appropriate Federal, State, 
tribal, and local officials (including local health officials), the 
Administrator shall initiate, and, not later than 3 years after 
October 10, 2000, shall complete, in cooperation with the heads 
of other Federal agencies, studies to provide additional 
information for use in developing— 


 
(1)  an assessment of potential human health risks 
resulting from exposure to pathogens in coastal recreation 
waters, including nongastrointestinal effects; 


 
(2)  appropriate and effective indicators for improving 
detection in a timely manner in coastal recreation waters of 
the presence of pathogens that are harmful to human 
health; 


 
(3)  appropriate, accurate, expeditious, and cost-
effective methods (including predictive models) for 
detecting in a timely manner in coastal recreation 
waters the presence of pathogens that are harmful to 
human health; and 


 
(4)  guidance for State application of the criteria for 
pathogens and pathogen indicators to be published under 
section 1314 (a)(9) of this title to account for the diversity 
of geographic and aquatic conditions. 
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the following program categories: 
Operations and  Maintenance (O&M) 
Excellence, Biosolids (Biosolids) 
Management Excellence, Combined 
Sewer Overflow Control (CSO) Program 
Excellence and  Storm Water  (SW) 


Management Excellence. 
Note: Information collection approval for 


the Pretreatment Awards Program is 
included in the National Pretreatment 
Program ICR (OMB No. 2040.0009, EPA ICR 
No. 0002.09), approved through September 
30, 2003.  The National Clean  Water  Act 


Recognition 
Awards Program is managed by EPA’s Office 
of Wastewater Management (OWM). The 
Awards Program is authorized under Section 


      is available through EPA Dockets 
(EDOCKET) at http://www.epa.gov/ 


501(e) of the Clean  Water  Act, as amended. 
The Awards Program is intended to provide 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 
[OW–2003–0064, FRL–7544–6] 


 
Agency Information Collection 
Activity: Proposed Collection; 
Comment Request; Questionnaire for 
Nominees for the Annual National 
Clean Water Act Recognition Awards 
Program, EPA ICR 1287.06, OMB 
Control Number 2040–0101 
AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA). 
ACTION: Notice. 


 


SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
3501 et seq.), this  document announces 
that  EPA is planning to submit a 
continuing Information Collection 
Request (ICR) to the Office of 
Management and  Budget (OMB). This  is 
a request to renew an existing approved 
collection. This  ICR is scheduled to 
expire on February 29, 2004.  Before 
submitting the ICR to OMB for review 
and  approval, EPA is soliciting 
comments on specific aspects of the 
proposed information collection as 
described below. 
DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before  October 14, 2003. 
ADDRESSES: Submit your  comments, 
referencing docket ID number OW– 
2003–0064, to EPA online using 
EDOCKET (our preferred method), by 
e-mail to ow-docket@epa.gov, or by mail 
to: EPA Docket  Center, Environmental 
Protection Agency, Office of Water 
Docket,  MC 4101–T, 1200 Pennsylvania 
Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20460. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Maria  E. Campbell, Municipal 


edocket. Use EDOCKET to obtain a copy 
of the draft  collection of information, 
submit or view  public comments, access 
the index listing of the contents of the 
public docket, and  to access those 
documents in the public docket that  are 
available electronically. Once  in the 
system, select ‘‘search,’’ then key in the 
docket ID number identified above. 


Any comments related to this  ICR 
should be submitted to EPA within 60 
days  of this  notice. EPA’s policy is that 
public comments, whether submitted 
electronically or in paper, will  be made 
available for public viewing in 
EDOCKET as EPA receives them and 
without change, unless the comment 
contains copyrighted material, CBI, or 
other information whose public 
disclosure is restricted by statue. When 
EPA identifies a comment containing 
copyrighted material, EPA will  provide 
a reference to that  material in the 
version of the comment that  is placed in 
EDOCKET. The entire printed comment, 
including copyrighted material, will  be 
available in the public docket. Although 
identified as an item  in the official 
docket, information claimed as CBI, or 
whose disclosure is otherwise restricted 
by statute, is not included in the official 
public docket, and  will  not be available 
for public viewing in EDOCKET. For 
further information about the electronic 
docket, see EPA’s Federal  Register 
notice describing the electronic docket 
at 67 FR 38102  (May 31, 2002),  or go to 
http://www.epa.gov./edocket. 


Affected entities: Entities potentially 
affected by this  action are public 
wastewater treatment plants, 
municipalities, industries, universities, 
manufacturing sites  and  States. 


recognition to municipalities and  industries 
which have  demonstrated outstanding 
technological achievements, innovative 
processes, devices or other outstanding 
methods in their waste treatment and 
pollution abatement programs. 
Approximately 50 awards are presented 
annually. The achievements of these award 
winners are summarized in reports, news 
articles, national publications, and  Federal 
Register Notice. 


Submission of information on behalf 
of the respondents is voluntary. No 
confidential information is requested. 
The Agency only  collects information 
from award nominees under a currently 
valid OMB control number. The OMB 
control numbers for EPA’s regulations 
are listed in 40 CFR part  9 and  48 CFR 
chapter 15. An agency may not conduct 
or sponsor, and  a person is not required 
to respond to, a collection of 
information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 
The OMB control numbers for EPA’s 
regulations in 40 CFR are listed in 40 
CFR part  9. Based  on the data  collection, 
national panels will  evaluate the 
nominees’ efforts  and  recommend 
finalists. The collections will  be used by 
the respective awards programs to 
evaluate and  determine which 
abatement achievements should be 
recognized. A regulation in the Federal 
Register on February 8, 2002,  (67 FR 
6138,  February 8, 2002) establishes a 
framework for the annual Clean  Water 
Act Recognition Awards. 


As currently structured, the O&M 
awards category has nine sub-categories 
which recognize municipal 
achievements. The biosolids awards 
category has four sub-categories which 
recognize municipal biosolids 
operations, technology and  research 
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particular application, either a 
competing development application or a 
notice of intent to file such an 
application. Submission of a timely 
notice of intent to file a development 
application allows an interested person 
to file the competing application no 
later  than 120 days  after the specified 
comment date  for the particular 
application. A competing license 
application must conform with 18 CFR 
4.30(b)  and  4.36. 


p. Notice of Intent: A notice of intent 
must specify the exact  name, business 
address, and  telephone number of the 
prospective applicant, and  must include 
an unequivocal statement of intent to 
submit, if such an application may be 
filed,  either a preliminary permit 
application or a development 
application (specify which type  of 
application). A notice of intent must be 
served on the applicant(s) named in this 
public notice. 


q. Proposed Scope of Studies Under 
Permit:  A preliminary permit, if issued, 
does  not authorize construction. The 
term of the proposed preliminary permit 


Secretary, Federal Energy  Regulatory 
Commission, 888 First  Street, NE., 
Washington, DC 20426. An additional 
copy  must be sent  to Director, Division 
of Hydropower Administration and 
Compliance, Federal Energy  Regulatory 
Commission, at the above-mentioned 
address. A copy  of any notice of intent, 
competing application or motion to 
intervene must also be served upon each 
representative of the Applicant 
specified in the particular application. 


t. Agency Comments: Federal, state, 
and  local  agencies are invited to file 
comments on the described application. 
A copy  of the application may be 
obtained by agencies directly from the 
Applicant. If an agency does  not file 
comments within the time  specified for 
filing  comments, it will  be presumed to 
have  no comments. One copy  of an 
agency’s comments must also be sent  to 
the Applicant’s representatives. 
 


Philis  J. Posey, 
Acting Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E7–6922 Filed 4–11–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6717–01–P 


• E-mail: OW-Docket@epa.gov. 
• Fax: 202–566–9744. 
• Mail: EPA Docket  Center 


[Information Collection Request for the 
National Listing of Fish  Advisories], 
Environmental Protection Agency, 
Water  Docket  MC4101T, 1200 
Pennsylvania Ave., NW., Washington, 
DC 20460. 


• Hand Delivery:  EPA Docket,  EPA 
West Room 3334,  1301 Constitution 
Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20460. Such 
deliveries are only  accepted during the 
Docket’s normal hours of operation, and 
special arrangements should be made 
for deliveries of boxed information. 


Instructions: Direct  your  comments to 
Docket  ID No. EPA–HQ–OW–2007– 
0201.  EPA’s policy is that  all comments 
received will  be included in the public 
docket without change and  may be 
made available online at 
www.regulations.gov, including any 
personal information provided, unless 
the comment includes information 
claimed to be Confidential Business 
Information (CBI) or other information 


would be 36 months. The work    
proposed under the preliminary permit 


whose disclosure is restricted by statute. 
Do not submit information that  you 


would include economic analysis, 
preparation of preliminary engineering 
plans, and  a study of environmental 
impacts. Based  on the results of these 
studies, the Applicant would decide 
whether to proceed with the preparation 
of a development application to 
construct and  operate the project. 


r. Comments, Protests, or Motions To 
Intervene: Anyone may submit 
comments, a protest, or a motion to 
intervene in accordance with the 
requirements of Rules  of Practice and 
Procedure, 18 CFR 385.210, 385.211, 
385.214. In determining the appropriate 
action to take,  the Commission will 
consider all protests or other comments 
filed,  but only  those who  file a motion 
to intervene in accordance with the 
Commission’s Rules  may become a 
party to the proceeding. Any comments, 
protests, or motions to intervene must 
be received on or before  the specified 
comment date  for the particular 
application. 


s. Filing and  Service of Responsive 
Documents: Any filings must bear in all 
capital letters the title  ‘‘COMMENTS’’, 
‘‘NOTICE OF INTENT TO FILE 
COMPETING  APPLICATION’’, 
‘‘COMPETING APPLICATION’’, 
‘‘PROTEST’’, and  ‘‘MOTION TO 
INTERVENE’’, as applicable, and  the 
Project Number of the particular 
application to which the filing  refers. 
Any of the above-named documents 
must be filed  by providing the original 
and  the number of copies provided by 
the Commission’s regulations to: The 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
AGENCY 
[EPA–HQ–OW–2007–0201; FRL–8297–9] 
 
Agency Information Collection 
Activities: Proposed Collection; 
Comment Request; Information 
Collection Request for the National 
Listing of Fish Advisories, EPA ICR 
Number 1959.03, OMB Control Number 
2040–0226 
AGENCY: Environmental Protection 
Agency. 
ACTION: Notice. 
 


SUMMARY: In compliance with the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (44 U.S.C. 
3501 et seq.), this  document announces 
that  EPA is planning to submit a request 
to renew an existing approved 
Information Collection Request (ICR) to 
the Office of Management and  Budget 
(OMB). This  ICR is scheduled to expire 
on September 30, 2007.  Before 
submitting the ICR to OMB for review 
and  approval, EPA is soliciting 
comments on specific aspects of the 
proposed information collection as 
described below. 
DATES: Comments must be submitted on 
or before  June 11, 2007. 
ADDRESSES: Submit your  comments, 
identified by Docket  ID No. EPA–HQ– 
OW–2007–0201, by one of the following 
methods: 


• www.regulations.gov: Follow the 
on-line instructions for submitting 
comments. 


consider to be CBI or otherwise 
protected through www.regulations.gov 
or e-mail. The www.regulations.gov Web 
site is an ‘‘anonymous access’’ system, 
which means EPA will  not know your 
identity or contact information unless 
you provide it in the body  of your 
comment. If you send an e-mail 
comment directly to EPA without going 
through www.regulations.gov your 
e-mail address will  be automatically 
captured and  included as part  of the 
comment that  is placed in the public 
docket and  made available on the 
Internet. If you submit an electronic 
comment, EPA recommends that  you 
include your  name and  other contact 
information in the body  of your 
comment and  with any disk  or CD–ROM 
you submit. If EPA cannot read  your 
comment due  to technical difficulties 
and cannot contact you for clarification, 
EPA may not be able to consider your 
comment. Electronic files should avoid 
the use of special characters, any form 
of encryption, and  be free of any defects 
or viruses. For additional information 
about EPA’s public docket visit  the EPA 
Docket  Center homepage at http:// 
www.epa.gov/epahome/dockets.htm. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Erica 
Fleisig, National Fish  Advisory Program 
(4305T),  Office of Science and 
Technology, U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, 1200 Pennsylvania 
Ave., NW., Washington, DC 20460; 
telephone number: (202) 566–1057; fax 
number: (202) 566–0409; e-mail address: 
fleisig.erica@epa.gov. 
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SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 
 


How Can I Access the Docket and/or 
Submit Comments? 


 
EPA has established a public docket 


for this  ICR under Docket  ID No. EPA– 
HQ–OW–2007–0201, which is available 
for online viewing at 
www.regulations.gov, or in person 
viewing at the Water  Docket  in the EPA 
Docket  Center (EPA/DC), EPA West, 
Room 3334,  1301 Constitution Ave., 
NW., Washington, DC. The EPA/DC 
Public Reading Room is open from 8 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m., Monday through 
Friday, excluding legal holidays. The 
telephone number for the Reading Room 
is 202–566–1744, and  the telephone 
number for the Water  Docket  is (202) 
566–2426. 


Use www.regulations.gov to obtain a 
copy  of the draft  collection of 
information, submit or view  public 
comments, access the index listing of 
the contents of the docket, and  to access 
those documents in the public docket 
that are available electronically. Once  in 
the system, select ‘‘search,’’ then key in 
the docket ID number identified in this 
document. 


 


What Information Is EPA Particularly 
Interested in? 


 
Pursuant to section 3506(c)(2)(A) of 


the PRA, EPA specifically solicits 
comments and  information to enable it 
to: 


(i) Evaluate whether the proposed 
collection of information is necessary 
for the proper performance of the 
functions of the Agency, including 
whether the information will  have 
practical utility; 


(ii) Evaluate the accuracy of the 
Agency’s estimate of the burden of the 
proposed collection of information, 
including the validity of the 
methodology and  assumptions used; 


(iii) Enhance the quality, utility, and 
clarity of the information to be 
collected; and 


(iv) Minimize the burden of the 
collection of information on those who 
are to respond, including through the 
use of appropriate automated electronic, 
mechanical, or other technological 
collection techniques or other forms  of 
information technology, e.g., permitting 
electronic submission of responses. In 
particular, EPA is requesting comments 
from very small businesses (those that 
employ less than 25) on examples of 
specific additional efforts  that  EPA 
could make  to reduce the paperwork 
burden for very small businesses 
affected by this  collection. 


What Should I Consider  When I 
Prepare My Comments  for EPA? 


You may find  the following 
suggestions helpful for preparing your 
comments: 


1. Explain your  views as clearly as 
possible and  provide specific examples. 


2. Describe any assumptions that  you 
used. 


3. Provide copies of any technical 
information and/or data  you used that 
support your  views. 


4. If you estimate potential burden or 
costs,  explain how  you arrived at the 
estimate that  you provide. 


5. Offer alternative ways  to improve 
the collection activity. 


6. Make sure  to submit your 
comments by the deadline identified 
under DATES. 


7. To ensure proper receipt by EPA, 
be sure  to identify the docket ID number 
assigned to this  action in the subject 
line  on the first page of your  response. 
You may also provide the name, date, 
and  Federal  Register citation. 


What Information Collection Activity or 
ICR Does This Apply  to? 


Affected entities: Entities potentially 
affected by this  action are 
Administrators of Public Health and 
Environmental Quality Programs in 
State  and  tribal governments (NAICS 
92312/SIC 9431 and  NAICS 92411/SIC 
9511). 


Title:  Information Collection Request 
for the National Listing of Fish 
Advisories. 


ICR numbers: EPA ICR No. 1959.03, 
OMB Control No. 2040–0226. 


ICR status: This  ICR is currently 
scheduled to expire on September 30, 
2007.  An Agency may not conduct or 
sponsor, and  a person is not required to 
respond to, a collection of information, 
unless it displays a currently valid OMB 
control number. The OMB control 
numbers for EPA’s regulations in title  40 
of the CFR, after appearing in the 
Federal  Register when approved, are 
listed in 40 CFR part  9, and  are 
displayed either by publication in the 
Federal  Register or by other appropriate 
means, such as on the related collection 
instrument or form,  if applicable. The 
display of OMB control numbers in 
certain EPA regulations is consolidated 
in 40 CFR part  9. 


Abstract: The National Listing of Fish 
Advisories (NLFA) database contains 
information on the number of new 
advisories issued by each  state,  territory, 
or tribe  annually. The advisory 
information collected identifies the 
waterbody under advisory, the fish or 
shellfish species and  size ranges 
included in the advisory, the chemical 


contaminants and  residue levels causing 
the advisory to be issued, the waterbody 
type  (river,  lake,  estuary, coastal 
waters), and  the target  populations to 
whom the advisory is directed. This 
information is collected under the 
authority of section 104 of the Clean 
Water  Act, which provides for the 
collection of information to be used to 
protect human health and  the 
environment. The results of the survey 
are shared with states, territories, tribes, 
other federal agencies, and  the general 
public through the NLFA database and 
the distribution of annual fish advisory 
fact sheets. The responses to the survey 
are voluntary and  the information 
requested is part  of the state  public 
record associated with the advisories. 
No confidential business information is 
requested. An agency may not conduct 
or sponsor, and  a person is not required 
to respond to, a collection of 
information unless it displays a 
currently valid OMB control number. 
The OMB control numbers for EPA’s 
regulations in 40 CFR are listed in 40 
CFR part  9. 


Burden Statement: The annual public 
reporting and  recordkeeping burden for 
this  collection of information is 
estimated to average 38.76  hours per 
response. Burden means the total  time, 
effort,  or financial resources expended 
by persons to generate, maintain, retain, 
disclose or provide information to or for 
a Federal agency. This  includes the time 
needed to review instructions; develop, 
acquire, install, and  utilize technology 
and  systems for the purposes of 
collecting, validating, and  verifying 
information, processing and 
maintaining information, and  disclosing 
and  providing information; adjust the 
existing ways  to comply with any 
previously applicable instructions and 
requirements which have  subsequently 
changed; train personnel to be able to 
respond to a collection of information; 
search data  sources; complete and 
review the collection of information; 
and  transmit or otherwise disclose the 
information. 


The ICR provides a detailed 
explanation of the Agency’s estimate, 
which is only  briefly summarized here: 


Estimated total  number of potential 
respondents: 92. 


Frequency of response: Annual. 
Estimated total  average  number of 


responses for each  respondent: 3. 
Estimated total  annual burden hours: 


3,566  labor  hours. 
Estimated total  annual burden costs: 


$124,755.08. No capital or startup costs 
are required. 



http://www.regulations.gov/

http://www.regulations.gov/





 


 


Federal  Register / Vol.  72,  No.  70 / Thursday, April   12,  2007 / Notices 18477 


 
Are There Changes in the Estimates 
From the Last Approval? 


There is no change in the total 
estimated respondent burden compared 
with that  identified in the ICR currently 
approved by OMB. 
What Is the Next Step in the Process  for 
This ICR? 


EPA will  consider the comments 
received and  amend the ICR as 
appropriate. The final  ICR package will 
then be submitted to OMB for review 
and  approval pursuant to 5 CFR 
1320.12. At that  time, EPA will  issue 
another Federal  Register notice 
pursuant to 5 CFR 1320.5(a)(1)(iv) to 
announce the submission of the ICR to 
OMB and  the opportunity to submit 
additional comments to OMB. If you 
have  any questions about this  ICR or the 
approval process, please contact the 
technical person listed under FOR 
FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT. 


Dated:  April 6, 2007. 
Ephraim King, 
Director, Office  of Science and Technology. 
[FR Doc. E7–6947 Filed 4–11–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6560–50–P 


information on the respondents, 
including the use of automated 
collection techniques or other forms  of 
information technology. 
DATES: Written Paperwork Reduction 
Act (PRA) comments should be 
submitted on or before  June 11, 2007.  If 
you anticipate that  you will  be 
submitting PRA comments, but find  it 
difficult to do so within the period of 
time  allowed by this  notice, you should 
advise the FCC contact listed below as 
soon  as possible. 
ADDRESSES: Direct  all PRA comments to 
Jasmeet K. Seehra, Office of 
Management and  Budget, Room 10236 
NEOB, Washington, DC 20503, (202) 
395–3123, or via fax at 202–395–5167 or 
via Internet at 
Jasmeet_K._Seehra@omb.eop.gov and  to 
Judith-B.Herman@fcc.gov, Federal 
Communications Commission, Room 1– 
B441, 445 12th  Street, SW., DC 20554  or 
an e-mail to PRA@fcc.gov. If you would 
like to obtain or view  a copy  of this 
information collection after the 60-day 
comment period, you may do so by 
visiting the FCC PRA Web page at: 
http://www.fcc.gov/omd/pra. 


station authorization. In addition, the 
Commission is requesting the OMB’s 
approval of mandatory electronic filing 
of consummations of assignments and 
transfers of control of licenses for all 
telecommunications services. 


A consummation is a party’s 
notification to the Commission that  a 
transaction (assignment or transfer of 
control of station authorization) has 
been completed within a designated 
period of time. A consummation is 
applicable to all international 
telecommunications services, including 
International High Frequency (IHF), 
Section 214 Applications (ITC), Satellite 
Space Stations (SAT), Submarine Cable 
Landing Licenses (SCL) and  Satellite 
Earth  Station (SES) stations. 


Currently, applicants send multiple 
letters to various offices  within the 
Commission for each  file number and 
call sign that  are part  of the 
consummation. The new,  proposed 
consummation module will  eliminate 
the applicant’s requirement to notify the 
Commission by letter with the details of 
the consummation. With  this  new 
collection, the applicant will  complete 


     FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: For 
additional information or copies of the 


an on-line form (consummation module) 
in the Commission’s electronic 


FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS 
COMMISSION 


 
Notice of Public Information 
Collection(s) Being Submitted for 
Review to the Office of Management 
and Budget 


 
April 4, 2007. 
SUMMARY: The Federal Communications 
Commission, as part  of its continuing 
effort to reduce paperwork burden 
invites the general public and  other 
Federal agencies to take this 
opportunity to comment on the 
following information collection(s), as 
required by the Paperwork Reduction 
Act (PRA) of 1995,  Public Law 104–13. 
An agency may not conduct or sponsor 
a collection of information unless it 
displays a currently valid control 
number. No person shall be subject to 
any penalty for failing to comply with 
a collection of information subject to the 
Paperwork Reduction Act (PRA) that 
does not display a valid control number. 
Comments are requested concerning (a) 
whether the proposed collection of 
information is necessary for the proper 
performance of the functions of the 
Commission, including whether the 
information shall have  practical utility; 
(b) the accuracy of the Commission’s 
burden estimate; (c) ways  to enhance 
the quality, utility, and  clarity of the 
information collected; and  (d) ways  to 
minimize the burden of the collection of 


information collection(s), contact Judith 
B. Herman at 202–418–0214 or via the 
Internet at Judith-B.Herman@fcc.gov. 
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: OMB 
Control Number: 3060–XXXX. 


Title:  Consummation of Assignments 
and  Transfers of Control of Station 
Authorization. 


Form No.: N/A. 
Type of Review:  New collection. 
Respondents: Business or other for- 


profit. 
Number of Respondents: 586 


respondents; 586 responses. 
Estimated Time Per Response: 1 hour. 
Frequency of Response: On occasion 


reporting requirement. 
Obligation to Respond: Required to 


obtain or retain benefits. 
Total  Annual Burden: 586 hours. 
Total  Annual Cost: N/A. 
Privacy  Act  Impact Assessment: N/A. 
Nature and  Extent of Confidentiality: 


There is no need for confidentiality 
pertaining to the information collection 
requirements in this  collection. 


Needs and  Uses: The Commission 
will  submit this  new  information 
collection to the OMB after this  60-day 
comment period to obtain the full three- 
year clearance from them. The Federal 
Communications Commission 
(‘‘Commission’’) is requesting that  the 
Office of Management and  Budget 
(OMB) approve the establishment of a 
new  collection for consummation  of 
assignments and  transfers of control of 


International Bureau Filing System 
(‘‘IBFS’’). After the applicant enters the 
FCC Registration Number (FRN) in the 
form,  the system will  generate a list of 
file numbers and  call signs  that  are 
related to the FRN. The applicant can 
select the file numbers and  call signs 
that  are part  of the consummation. The 
consummation module: (1) Saves  time 
for the applicants and  the Commission 
staff because the information is readily 
accessible for viewing and  processing 24 
hours a day/7 days  a week, (2) 
eliminates the applicants completion by 
paper and  mailing of letters, and  (3) 
expedites the Commission staff’s receipt 
of consummations in a timely manner. 


The Commission has authority for this 
information collection pursuant to 47 
CFR 1.767,  25.119, 63.24(e), 73.3540 and 
73.3541. Without this  collection of 
information, the Commission would not 
have  critical information such as a 
change in a controlling interest in the 
ownership of the licensee. Furthermore, 
the Commission would not have  the 
authority to review assignments and 
transfers of control of satellite licenses 
to determine whether the initial license 
was obtained in good faith  with the 
intent to construct a satellite system. 
Federal Communications Commission. 
Marlene  H. Dortch, 
Secretary. 
[FR Doc. E7–6936 Filed 4–11–07; 8:45 am] 
BILLING CODE 6712–01–P 
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OMB Control Number 2040-0226 
Approval Expires 11/30/2014 


 
 


UNITED STATES ENVIRONM ENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
FISH CONSUM PTION  ADVISORY PROGRAM S QUESTIONNAIRE 


FO R SURVEY YEARS 2012−2015 
 
 
 
Please provide the following information about the agency in your state or tribe 
that is responsible for issuing noncomm ercial (sportfishing/subsistence) 
advisories or closures for chemical contamination in fish and shellfish. 


 
 
 
 
 
Agency name 


 
 
 
 
 
Agency address 


 
 
 
 
 
Agency fish advisory contact 


 
 
 
 
 
Contact’s e-mail address 


 
 
 
(_____)    
Contact’s phone number 


 
 
 
(_____)   
Contact’s fax number 
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Fish Tissue Monitoring Program 
 
 


1. Did your state or tribal agency conduct routine monitoring during this past year to obtain 
information about the concentrations of chemical contaminants in fish tissue for assessing human 
health risks? 
G Yes G No G Not applicable 


 
2. What kind of data does your state or tribal agency collect to evaluate chemical contaminant levels 


in fish? (Please check all that apply.) 
G  Captures fish and sends tissues to a lab to determine contaminant concentrations 
G  Monitors water quality and uses data to estimate contaminant concentrations in fish 
G  Monitors sediments and uses data to estimate contaminant concentrations in fish 
G Other methods (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 


 
3. How does your state or tribe conduct monitoring of contaminants in fish tissue for fish advisories? 


(Please check all that apply) 
G  Conducts one-time, nonrecurring or special surveys in particular fishing areas, watersheds, or basins 
G  Monitors the same fishing areas, watersheds, or basins at regular intervals 
G Other methods (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 


 
4. During the past year, please estimate the number of stations from which your state or tribal agency 


collected fish tissue that was analyzed for chemical contaminants and was used for the fish 
advisory program. 


G 0 stations G 31-50 stations 
G 1-10 stations G 51-100 stations 
G 11-20 stations G >100 stations 
G 21-30 stations G Not applicable 


 


5. How frequently does your state typically resample fish from waterbodies where advisories are in 
effect? 


G      Every year 
G      Every 2 years 
G      Every 3 years 
G      Every 4 years 
G      Every 5 years 
G      Every 6 to 10 years 
G      On an as needed basis (no set schedule) 
G      Other (please specify)                                                                                                                                     
G      Not applicable 


 
6. In approximately how many waterbodies was fish tissue monitoring conducted within your state 


during the past year? 
G      1-10 waterbodies              G      21-30 waterbodies 
G      11-20 waterbodies            G      31-40 waterbodies 
G      >40 (specify number) (please specify)                                                                                                           
G      Not applicable 
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G Accessibility of site G Fixed-station sites 
G Area of concern G High pollution potential at the site 
G Citizen or Agency request G Major fishery resource 
 


7. Please check how your state determines which sites to monitor 
(Please check all that apply) 


 
 
 


G  Degree of angling pressure the site receives G   Randomly selected sites 
G Other method (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 


 
Answers to questions 8 through 11 should be based on your Agency’s evaluation of fish tissue monitoring 
data.  Sediment analysis or water quality monitoring data may be included in your evaluation only if they are 
used as the basis for determining when an advisory is needed. Note: For these questions, you may need to 
consult with other individuals in your state or tribal organization. 


 
8. How many river, stream, or canal miles were assessed at least once during the last 3 years 


specifically for the fish advisory program? 
   miles 


 
9. How many lake or reservoir acres were assessed at least once during the past 3 years specifically 


for the fish advisory program? 
   acres 


 
10. How many square miles of estuarine waters were assessed at least once during the past 3 years 


specifically for the fish advisory program? 
   square miles 


 
11. How many miles of marine coastline (coastal waters) were assessed at least once during the past 


3 years specifically for the fish advisory program? 
   miles 


 


 
 


Types of Fish Advisories 
 


12. Does your state issue fish consumption advisories advising individuals to restrict fish 
consumption? 
G Yes G   No G  Not applicable 


 
13. Does your state issue fish consumption advisories advising individuals not to consume any fish or 


any fish of a particular species from a particular waterbody? 
G Yes G   No G  Not applicable 


 
14. Fish consumption advisories issued in your state pertain to: 


(Please check all that apply) 
G  Specific fish species analyzed by the state (e.g., largemouth bass) 
G  Specified size class(es) for the given species analyzed (e.g., largemouth bass 15-20 inches) 
G  Selected trophic groups (e.g., game fish, bottom feeders, or panfish) 
G  The entire fish community (e.g., all fish) 
G  Certain fish species purchased in stores and restaurants 
G Other (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 
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15. Does your state issue statewide or regionwide “blanket” advisories based on your sampling effort?  
(A region-wide advisory may be issued for an individual HUC, river drainage basin or portion of the 
state.) 
Statewide: G Yes G  No G  Not applicable 
Regionwide:   G Yes G  No G  Not applicable 


 
16.   Do you have legally enforced advisories or bans within your state (e.g., are fines or citations given 


for fishing in posted waters)? 
G  Yes G   No 


 
17.   Has your state ever issued a commercial fishing ban for chemically-contaminated fish? 


G  Yes G   No 
 


18.   If your state or tribe has issued commercial fishing bans in a waterbody, do they include 
consumption information for sport and subsistence fishers? 
G  Yes G   No G  Not applicable 


 
19.   In addition to chemical contaminants, does your state or tribe also issue fish and/or shellfish 


advisories (closures) for microbial contamination (e.g., bacteria or viruses) of a waterbody? G 
 Yes        G   No        G  Not applicable 


 
Sample Preparation and Analyses Procedures 


 
20.   Fish consumption advisories (no consumption and/or restricted consumption advisories) issued in 


your state are based on the analysis of :   (Please check all that apply) 
G    Fillet samples (skin on) 
G    Fillet samples (skin off) 
G    Muscle plug samples 
G    Whole-fish samples (skin on) 
G    Whole-fish samples (skin off) 
G    Other sample types (please specify)                                                                                                                
G    Not applicable 


 
21.   Does your state target the collection of particular indicator species, and on what is this decision 


based? (Please check all that apply) 
G    Angler survey data 
G    Availability of the species 
G    Desire to maintain consistency with past collections 
G    EPA target species recommendations based on bioaccumulation potential/trophic groups 
G    Citizen requests 
G    State does not target collection of indicator species 
G    Other reasons (please specify)                                                                                                                         
G    Not applicable 


 
22.   Does your state collect multiple size classes, by species, and submit these individual size classes for 


residue analyses? 
G  Yes G   No G   Not applicable 


 
23.   Are individual fish samples or composite samples submitted for residue analyses in your state? 
G    Individual fish samples only 
G    Composite samples only 
G    Both individual and composite samples are used 
G    Not applicable 
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24.   If individual fish samples are used, how many “individual fish” typically are needed to support an 
advisory determination in a waterbody? 


G    1 fish 
G    3 fish 
G    5 fish 
G  6 to 10 fish 
G  11 to 20 fish 
G  > 20 fish 
G    Other number (please specify)                                                                                                                         
G    Not applicable; state uses only composite fish samples 


 
25.   If composite samples are used, how many “individual fish” typically are combined in each of your 


state’s composite samples for residue analysis? 
G    2 fish 
G    3 fish 
G    4 fish 
G    5 fish 
G    Other number (please specify)                                                                                                                         
G    Not applicable; state uses only individual fish samples 


 
26.   If composite samples are used, how many composite samples are needed to support an advisory 


determination in a waterbody? 
G  1 composite sample 
G  2 composite samples 
G  3 composite samples 
G    Variable; no set number 
G    Other number (please specify)                                                                                                                         
G    Not applicable; state uses only individual fish samples 


 
27.   Assuming your state finds residue levels in exceedance of state criteria, how many years of 


sampling are required at a given waterbody before a fish consumption advisory can be issued? 
G    1 year 
G    2 years 
G    3 or more years 
G    Site-specific decision; no set time period established 
G    Other (please specify)                                                                                                                                      
G    Not applicable 


 
28.   If commercial fishing bans are issued in your state, on which of the following sample types are they 


based? (Please check all that apply) 
G    Whole-fish samples (skin-on) 
G    Whole-fish samples (skin-off) 
G    Fillet samples (skin-on) 
G    Fillet samples (skin-off) 
G    Other sample types (please specify)                                                                                                                
G    Not applicable 


 
29.   How many fish tissue samples must be analyzed and found to be in exceedance of state criteria 


before a commercial fishing ban is issued? 
G    1 sample 
G    2 samples 
G    3 or more samples 
G    Site-specific decision; no set number established 
G    Not applicable 
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30.   How many years of sampling are conducted at a given waterbody before a commercial fishing ban 
can be issued? 


G  1 year 
G  2 years 
G  3 or more years 
G  Site-specific decision; no set time period established 
G  Not applicable 


 
31.   Once an advisory is issued for a specific waterbody, what must occur for the state to rescind the 


advisory? 
G  Residue levels of the chemical must decline below the state criterion for at least 1 year 
G Residue levels of the chemical must decline below the state criterion for at least 2 years 
G  Residue levels of the pollutant must decline below the state criterion for at least 3 years 
G  Site-specific decision; no set time period established 
G Other schedule or procedure (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 


 
32.   During this past year, please estimate the number of fish tissue samples that were submitted for 


chemical analyses by your state agency? 
G  <20 samples G   41-50 samples 
G  21-30 samples G   51-60 samples 
G 31-40 samples G   >60 samples (please specify number)    
G  Not applicable 


 
33.   What pollutants did your state screen for in fish tissue samples in this past year? 


(Please check all that apply) 
G  Aldrin 
G  Arsenic 
G  Cadmium 
G  Chlordane 
G  Chlorpyrifos 
G  Chromium 
G  DDT and its 


metabolites 
G  Diazinon 


G    Dicofol 
G    Dieldrin 
G    Dioxins/Furans 
G    Disulfoton 
G    Endosulfan 
G    Endrin 
G    Ethion 
G    Heptachlor or 


Heptachlor epoxide 


G  Hexachlorobenzene 
G  Lead 
G  Lindane 
G  Mercury 
G  Methoxychlor 
G  Mirex 
G  Nonachlor 
G  Oxyfluorfen 
G  PAHs 


G    PCBs 
G    Pentachloroanisole 
G    Selenium 
G    Terbufos 
G    Toxaphene 
G    Tributyltin 
G    Trifluralin 
G    Other (please specify 


 
34.   Of the pollutants listed, which ones are of primary human health concern in your state waters 


(specify up to 5 pollutants). 
G  Aldrin 
G  Arsenic 
G  Cadmium 
G  Chlordane 
G  Chlorpyrifos 
G  Chromium 
G  DDT and its 


metabolites 
G  Diazinon 


G    Dicofol 
G    Dieldrin 
G    Dioxins/Furans 
G    Disulfoton 
G    Endosulfan 
G    Endrin 
G    Ethion 
G    Heptachlor or 


Heptachlor epoxide 


G  Hexachlorobenzene 
G  Lead 
G  Lindane 
G  Mercury 
G  Methoxychlor 
G  Mirex 
G  Nonachlor 
G  Oxyfluorfen 
G  PAHs 


G    PCBs 
G    Pentachloroanisole 
G    Selenium 
G    Terbufos 
G    Toxaphene 
G    Tributyltin 
G    Trifluralin 
G    Other (please specify 


 
35.   If your state analyzes for PCBs, what specifically is analyzed? (Please check all that apply) 
G  Individual congeners 
G  All Aroclor groups 
G  Selected Aroclor groups 
G  A combination of both Aroclors and congeners 
G Others (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 
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State Advisory Program Funding 
 


36.   How many dollars are spent annually in your state on routine fish tissue field collection activities? 
G <$1,000 G   $10,000 to $24,999 
G $1,000 to $4,999 G   $25,000 to $50,000 
G $5,000 to $9,999 G   >$50,000 (please specify)    
G Not applicable  


 


37.   What was the funding source for your state’s fish tissue collection activities during the past year? 
(Please check all that apply) 


G    State general funds 
G    State fishing license revenues 
G    State sales tax 
G    EPA Section 106 funds 
G    EPA Section 205j funds 
G    EPA Region funds 
G    EPA Grant funds 
G    Other (please specify)                                                                                                                                      
G    Not applicable 


 
38.   How many dollars are spent annually in your state on laboratory analyses of fish tissue samples? 
G <$1,000 G   $10,000 to $24,999 
G $1,000 to $4,999 G   $25,000 to $50,000 
G $5,000 to $9,999 G   >$50,000 (please specify)    
G Not applicable  


 


39.   What was the funding source for your state's laboratory analyses of fish tissue samples during this 
past year? (Please check all that apply) 


G    State general funds 
G    State fishing license revenues 
G    State sales tax 
G    EPA Section 106 funds 
G    EPA Section 205j funds 
G    EPA Region funds 
G    EPA Grant funds 
G    Other (please specify)                                                                                                                                      
G    Not applicable 


 
40.   If no funding is currently available, is your state seeking funding to conduct a monitoring and 


assessment program? 
G Yes G   No G  Not applicable 


 
Other Uses of State Advisory Data 


 
41.   For your state’s biennial 305(b) water quality report, what use support designation is assigned to 


waterbodies placed under fish consumption advisory? 
G Fully supporting G Threatened 
G Partially supporting G Not supporting 
G No assessments were made G Not applicable 


42.   If fish consumption advisories have been issued for waterbodies in your state, does your state place 
these waterbodies on the state’s 303(d) list of impaired waters? 
G Yes G  No G  Not applicable 







A-8 


 


 


43.   If commercial fishing bans have been issued for waterbodies in your state, does your state place 
these waterbodies on the state’s 303(d) list of impaired waters? 
G Yes G  No G  Not applicable 


 
44.   Is “fish consumption” an assigned beneficial use for waters in your state? 


G Yes G   No 
 


45.   If yes, where have these criteria for beneficial use been established? 
G  State water quality standards 
G  SOP for assessing beneficial uses (or related document) 
G Other (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 


 
Risk Assessment Methodology 


 
46.   What method(s) does your state currently use to calculate “carcinogenic” health risks and issue 


advisories for individuals who consume fish harvested from state waters? 
(Please specify all current methods used) 


G  Risk assessment methodology 
G  Food and Drug Administration (FDA) action levels 
G  None 
G Other approach (please specify)    
G  Not applicable 


 
47.   What carcinogenic risk level (i.e., individual risk within an exposed population) does your state use 


to issue advisories and/or post waterbodies? 
G  1:10,000 (10-4) G
 1:100,000 (10-5) 
G 1:1,000,000(10-6) 
G FDA action level 
G Other (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 


 
48.   What source(s) does your state use to obtain cancer potency factors to help calculate 


“carcinogenic” health risks? (Please check all that apply) 
G  ATSDR Toxicological Profiles 
G  EPA Fish Guidance Document 
G  EPA Health Effects Assessment Summary Table (HEAST) 
G  EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) 
G  EPA Toxicology One-Liners Database (Office of Pesticide Programs) 
G  Great Lakes Protocol 
G  Hazardous Substance Data Bank (HSDB) from the National Library of Medicine 
G  IARC Monographs 
G Other sources (please specify)    
G  Not applicable 
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49.   What method(s) does your state currently use to calculate “noncarcinogenic” health risks and 
issue fish advisories for individuals who consume fish harvested from state waters? 
(Please specify all current methods used) 


G  EPA Fish Guidance Document 
G  FDA Action Levels 
G  Great Lakes Protocol 
G  Hazard Index calculations using risk assessment methodology (IRIS RfD) 
G  None 
G Other approach (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 


 
50.   What noncarcinogenic risk level (i.e., individual risk within an exposed population) does your state 


use to issue advisories and/or post waterbodies? 
G Hazard index (please specify if hazard index is >, =, or < 1)   
G  FDA action levels 
G Other (please specify)   
G  Not applicable 


 
51.   What source(s) does your state use to obtain potency factors (reference dose) to help calculate 


noncarcinogenic health risks? (Please check all that apply) 
G  ATSDR Toxicological Profiles 
G  EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) 
G  EPA Health Effects Assessment Summary Table (HEAST) 
G  EPA Toxicology One-Liners Database (Office of Pesticide Programs) 
G  EPA Fish Guidance Document 
G  Great Lakes Protocol 
G  Hazardous Substance Data Bank (HSDB) from the National Library of Medicine 
G Other sources (please specify)    
G  Not applicable 


 
52.   Of all the fish advisories currently in effect in your jurisdiction, including those issued last year 


and in earlier years, what percentage were issued based on each of these methods? 
(Please write down your best estimate of the percentage for each method) 


  % of advisories now in effect were issued using risk assessment methods. 
   % of advisories now in effect were issued using FDA action levels. 
   % of advisories now in effect were issued using other methods specified in question 46 and 49. 
G   Not applicable 


 
53. Does your state or tribal agency have a plan to reevaluate data from sites where outdated 


assessment methods were used to issue fish advisories? 
G Yes G   No G   Not applicable 


 
54. Is your state currently re-evaluating the method or approach used to establish fish advisories? 


G Yes G   No G   Not applicable 
 


55. What default value does your state use in its risk assessments as a daily fish consumption rate for 
recreational fishers? 


G   6.5 g/day 
G   12 g/day (the value EPA is currently recommending) 
G   15 g/day 
G   30 g/day 
G   Other consumption rates (please specify value in g/day)   
G   Not applicable 
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56. What default value does your state use in its risk assessments as a daily fish consumption rate for 
subsistence fishers? 


G   6.5 g/day 
G   15 g/day 
G   30 g/day 
G   87 g/day 
G   124 g/day (the value EPA is currently recommending) 
G   Other consumption rates (please specify value in g/day)                                                                                  
G   Not applicable 


 
57. What default value does your state use in its risk assessments as a daily fish consumption rate for 


children? 
G   2.0 g/day 
G   4.0 g/day 
G   6.5 g/day 
G   Other consumption rates (please specify value in g/day)                                                                                  
G   Not applicable 


 
58. What default value does your state use for exposure duration in its cancer risk assessments? 
G   30 years 
G   70 years 
G   75 years (the value EPA is currently recommending). 
G   Other exposure duration (please specify value in years)                                                                                   
G   Not applicable 


 
59. What default value does your state use to estimate life expectancy in its risk assessments? 
G   70 years 
G   75 years 
G   80 years 
G   Other life expectancy (please specify value in years)                                                                                       
G   Not applicable 


 
60. Does your state recommend a meal frequency format or number of meals over time in its advisories 


(e.g., number of meals per month)? 
G  Yes G   No G   Not applicable 


 
61. If your response to question 60 is yes, what assumption does your state make in its risk assessments 


about meal size or portion for adults? (Please specify all that apply) 
G   4 oz (114 g) 
G   8 oz (227 g) 
G   12 oz (341 g) 
G   16 oz (454 g) 
G   Other (please specify value in grams)                                                                                                               
G   Not applicable 


 
62. If your response to question 60 is yes, what assumption does your state make in its risk assessments 


about meal size or portion for children? (Please specify all that apply) 
G   4 oz (114 g) G   
8 oz (227 g) G   12 
oz (341 g) 
G   Other (please specify value in grams)                                                                                                               
G   Not applicable 
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63. What default value does your state use for body weight of an adult male consumer in its risk 
assessments? 


G   71 kg 
G   70 kg 
G   65 kg 
G   Other weight (please specify value in kg)   
G   Not applicable 


 
64. What default value does your state use for body weight of an adult female consumer (including 


pregnant women and nursing mothers) in its risk assessments? 
G   70 kg 
G   65 kg 
G   62 kg 
G   Other weight (please specify value in kg)   
G   Not applicable 


 
65. What default value does your state use for body weight of a child in its risk assessments? 
G   10 kg 
G   14.5 kg 
G   15.5 kg 
G   Other weight (please specify value in kg)   
G   Risk assessments not conducted for children 
G   Not applicable 


 
66. Please specify what age range or ranges your state uses to calculate risk with respect to children. 


(Please specify all age ranges used in your state’s risk assessments for children.) 
G   <1 year G   
<6 years G
 <7 years 
G   <12 years 
G   <15 years 
G  <18 years 
G   Other age ranges (please specify)   
G   Risk assessments not conducted for children 
G   Not applicable 


 
67. What assumption does your state make in its risk assessments about the amount of the pollutant 


absorbed by the body after ingestion (percent absorption by the gut) (e.g., in pharmacokinetic 
modeling)? 


G   100% for all pollutants 
G   75% for all pollutants 
G   50% for all pollutants 
G   Chemical-specific % based on available data 
G   Other (please specify)   
G   Not applicable 


 
68. Does your state use “contaminant reduction factors” in its risk calculations to account for 


contaminant losses of PCBs and other organochlorine pollutants from fish tissues during cleaning, 
preparation, and cooking of the fish? 
G Yes G   No G   Not applicable 
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69. If yes, what are the pollutants and their associated contaminant reduction factors (% reduction in 
pollutant level resulting from cleaning, preparing, and cooking of fish) assumed by your state? 


  % chlordane 
  % DDE 
  % DDT 
  % dieldrin 
  % heptachlor epoxide 
G   Not applicable 


  % mercury 
  % mirex 
  % total PCBs 
  % toxaphene 
  % other (please specify)   


 
70. If contaminant reduction factors are used, what are their basis? 
G   EPA Guidance Documents 
G   Great Lakes Protocol 
G   Scientific literature review 
G   Conducted own research 
G   Other (please specify)    
G   Not applicable 


 
71. How does your state evaluate health risks for fish samples contaminated with multiple chemicals 


with the same human health endpoints (e.g., two organochlorine pesticides)? 
G   Cumulative risk (add individual contaminant risks from each chemical together) 
G   Calculate single contaminant risk based on the most conservative carcinogenic risk value 
G   Either cumulative risk or single contaminant risk depending on the chemicals involved 
G   Other method (please specify)   
G   State does not evaluate health risks for multiple contaminants 
G   Not applicable 


 
72. Regarding mercury, does your state assign different noncarcinogenic toxicity values to different 


populations (i.e., does the state use an RfD of 1 x 10-4 mg/k/day for women of child-bearing age 
and/or children versus using an RfD of 3 x 10-4 for adults in the general population)? 
G Yes G   No G   Not applicable 


 
73. What is the mercury toxicity value (i.e., RfD) used for each of the following populations? 


    Adults in the general population 
    Women of childbearing age or nursing mothers 
    Children 


G  Not applicable 
 


74. When your state receives method detection limits (MDLs) as the reportable concentration for 
contaminants from the laboratory, what value do you use for non-detects in your risk assessment? 


G   Zero 
G   Pollutant’s MDL 
G   Half the pollutant’s MDL 
G   Other value (please specify)   
G   Maximum likelihood indicator 
G   Not applicable 


 
75. Does your state screen for lead in its fish tissue samples? 


G Yes G No 
 


76. What assessment method do you use for lead since lead does not currently have an associated 
reference dose in IRIS? (Please specify assessment method used) 


 
G   Not applicable 
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Targeting Fish Consumers 
 


77. Are health risks being assessed in your state for target groups of people whose culinary habits may 
differ from the customs of the majority of Americans regarding meal preparation and 
consumption? 
G Yes G No G   Not applicable 


 
78. Has your state identified the primary waterbodies fished by these target population(s)? 


G Yes G No G   Not applicable 
 


79. Has your state made efforts to identify the fish species and the sizes of fish consumed by these target 
populations? 
G Yes G No G   Not applicable 


 
80. If yes, has your state used any of the following procedures to obtain information from these target 


populations? (Please check all that apply) 
G   Local fish consumption surveys (creel surveys) 
G   Fishing license surveys 
G   Anecdotal information from populations of interest 
G   Behavioral risk surveillance surveys funded by the Centers for Disease Control 
G   Not applicable 


 
81. Has your state altered its monitoring approach to address the needs of these target populations? 


G Yes G No G   Not applicable 
 


82. If your state has altered its monitoring approach to address the needs of these target populations, 
what actions have been taken? (Please check all that apply) 


G   State has added stations in waterbodies where the targeted populations frequently fish 
G   State has targeted species consumed by the target populations for residue analyses 
G   Other actions (please specify)   
G   Not applicable 


 
83. If your state is not currently addressing the concerns of populations with a perceived higher risk, is 


there a plan to do so in the future? 
G Yes G No G   Not applicable 


 
Risk Management 


 
84. Who prepares risk assessments on behalf of your state or tribal fish advisory program? 


(Please check all that apply) 
G   State or Tribal Environmental Agency/Department 
G   State or Tribal Public Health Agency/Department 
G   State or Tribal Fisheries Agency/Department 
G   Consultant 
G   University 
G   Other (please specify)   
G   Not applicable 


 
85. Does your state or tribe have written procedures for evaluating the health risks associated with 


consumption of chemically-contaminated fish? 
G Yes G No G   Not applicable 
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86. Does your state or tribe have a group or committee that oversees the fish advisory 
program/processes? 
G Yes G No G   Not applicable 


 
87. If the answer to question 86 is yes, what professional disciplines are represented on that committee? 


(Please check all that apply) 
G   Toxicology/epidemiology 
G   Fisheries 
G   Water pollution assessment/control 
G   Hazardous waste management 
G   Analytical chemist 
G   Risk communication 
G   Other disciplines (please specify)    
G   Not applicable 


 
88. Who in your state or tribe makes the ultimate risk management decision to issue, modify, or rescind 


fish advisories? 
G   Head of Environmental Agency/Department 
G   Head of Public Health Agency/Department 
G   Head of Fisheries Agency/Department 
G   Governor’s Office or Tribal Chief’s/President’s Office 
G   Other (please specify)    
G   Not applicable 


 
Risk Communication Procedures 


 
89. How often does your Agency revise the fish consumption advisory listings and release the 


information to the public? (Please check all that apply) 
G   Annually; released on    (specify date: Day/Month) 
G   Whenever data become available (on an as-needed basis) 
G   Other schedules (please specify)   
G   Not applicable 


 
90. Where can the public obtain copies of your agency’s printed advisory materials? 


(Please check all that apply) 
G   Local public health departments 
G   State public health departments 
G   Other State agencies 
G   Doctors' offices 
G   Local businesses (e.g., hair styling salons) 
G   Businesses that issue fishing licenses (e.g., bait and tackle shops) 
G   WIC (Women, Infants, and Children) clinics 
G   Welfare offices 
G   Organizations (e.g.,sporting or women's clubs) 
G   Tourist offices 
G   State fisheries offices 
G   Tribal organizations 
G   Town halls 
G   Law enforcement officers 
G   State Internet site 
G   Other sources (please specify)   
G   Not applicable 
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91. How are your Agency's fish advisories communicated to the public? 
(Please check all that apply) 


G   Mailed to public upon request 
G   Press releases distributed to media sources 
G   Targeted newspaper stories 
G   Published articles in ethnic newspapers 
G   Videos for ethnic groups 
G   Radio announcements 
G   Television announcements 
G   Radio/television talk shows 
G   Internet site 
G   Agency telephone information service (i.e., hotlines) 
G   Agency magazine 
G   Posted signs (at boat launches, stream access points, public docks, etc.) 
G   Posted information where fishing licenses issued 
G   Posters in public places (libraries, town halls, etc) 
G   Annual fishing regulations booklet 
G   Generic statewide listing booklet separate from fishing regulations 
G   Printed pamphlets or fact sheets 
G   Information presented at public meetings 
G   Publication of articles in state medical journal 
G   Publication of articles in agency annual monitoring report 
G   Publication of information in state 305(b) report 
G   Flyers distributed with trout and salmon stamps 
G   GIS maps posted for tribal members 
G   Other methods (please specify)   
G   Not applicable 


 
92.  Does your state or tribal fish advisory distribution plan specifically target some populations to 


receive advisory information? 
G Yes G  No G   Not applicable 


 
93. If yes, please identify all targeted populations. (Please check all that apply) 
G   Sport fishers 
G   Subsistence fishers 
G   Specific racial/ethnic groups (please specify)   
G   Women of child-bearing age 
G   Pregnant or nursing women 
G   New parents 
G   Tourists 
G   Members of the general population 
G   Others (please specify)    
G   Not applicable 


 
94. Are your state or tribal fish consumption advisories distributed to the public in languages other 


than English? 
G Yes G No G   Not applicable 
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95. If yes, please specify all languages that apply. 
G   Alaskan native languages 
G   Bosnian 
G   Cambodian 
G   Chinese 
G   Creole 
G   Hmong 
G   Japanese 
G   Korean 
G  Laotian 


 
 
G   Llacano 
G   Ojibwa 
G   Portugese 
G   Russian 
G   Spanish 
G Tagalog 
G   Thai 
G   Vietnamese 
G   Others (please specify)                                           
G   Not applicable 


 
96. Does your state or tribe evaluate the effectiveness of the fish consumption advisories? 


G  Yes G  No G   Not applicable 
 


97. If yes, how is their effectiveness determined? (Please check all that apply) 
G   Feedback form/postcard in regulation pamphlet 
G   Questions included in creel census program 
G   Questions included in state BRFS (Behavior Risk Factor Survey) 
G   Focus groups 
G   Mailed questionnaires (to whom?)                                                                                                                    G   
Telephone surveys (of whom?)                                                                                                                         G   
Other methods (please specify)                                                                                                                         G   
Not applicable 


 
98. To your knowledge, have there been any studies in your state (including federal, tribal, and 


university-based studies) to evaluate human tissue contaminant levels (e.g., in blood, urine, breast 
milk, or adipose tissues) or adverse human health effects related to fish consumption? 


G   Don’t know 
G   No 
G   Yes (please specify organization or agency)                                                                                                     
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You are receiving this email because you have been previously identified as the Fish Advisory 
Program Coordinator for your State, Territory or Tribe.  Please let me know if you have 
received this email in error by replying to this message. 
 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is in the process of updating fish 
advisories information.  We plan to update our database with new, revised and rescinded 
advisories you issued in [insert year] as well as the fish tissue data that serve as the basis for 
making advisory decisions. As in the past, we are asking for your support to help ensure the 
accuracy and completeness of your state, territory and tribal data in the database. Please note this 
data collection request is authorized under the U.S. Office of Management and Budget 
Information Collection Request 2040-0226.  
 
We would like to receive information for all advisories issued, rescinded or updated in [insert 
year] as well as the supporting tissue data.  This should include the fish tissue data for all 
waterbodies assessed, even if an advisory is not issued.  This information will allow us to 
evaluate the combined extent of monitoring and assessment efforts on a national basis. If you 
have not had an opportunity to provide advisory and tissue data for [insert year] and [insert 
year], please provide this data along with your [insert year] advisory information. 
 
For the advisory updates, we are asking that you provide the following: 
 


• Waterbodies assessed with locational data  
• Advisory information  
• Species-specific information 
• Population affected  
• Contaminant causing the advisory 


 
Attached is an Excel file that includes a descriptive template for your use to enter the information. 
The template includes examples and additional descriptive tabs for various fields in the template. 
We recommend using the worksheet because providing the data elements in the template will 
facilitate an easier transfer of the data to the database.  
 
EPA continues to place increased emphasis on the collection of fish tissue contaminant data as 
our goal is to develop a comprehensive national database of fish tissue data used for making 
advisory determinations. To help ensure a comprehensive database, we would like to obtain all 
fish tissue contaminant data collected for making advisory determinations – including for those 
waterbodies where chemical levels were determined to be too low to result in an advisory.  Below 
is a list of the key parameters we are requesting for the fish tissue data: 
 


• Waterbody name 
• Locational information 
• Contaminant information 
• Fish species and length  
• Composite or individual  
• Sample information  
• Detection limits 


 
A separate template for fish tissue data is also attached. The fish tissue template includes example 
tissue data and descriptive tabs.  Once again we recommend using the Excel worksheet to submit 
your data.  



http://water.epa.gov/scitech/%20swguidance/fishshellfish/fishadvisories/general.cfm#tabs-4

http://water.epa.gov/scitech/%20swguidance/fishshellfish/fishadvisories/general.cfm#tabs-4





As in previous years, EPA is being supported in this data collection effort by a contractor. This 
year’s contractor, [TBD] may be following up with you by phone and/or email to assist with the 
collection of advisory information and tissue data.  
 
We would like to receive your data by [insert date]. All files should be submitted to [TBD] by 
email or via their file exchange server at [TBD].  
 
If you have any questions regarding this request or the National Fish Advisory Program, please 
contact me by replying to this email or at 202-566-2083. For questions or issues related to 
submitting data please contact our contractor at [TBD]. 
 
Once again, we greatly appreciate your assistance and thank you for your continued support of 
USEPA's National Fish and Wildlife Contamination Program. 
 
 
Samantha Fontenelle 
National Program Manager 
National Fish and Wildlife Contamination Program 
Office of Science and Technology  
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency   
Email: fontenelle.samantha@epa.gov   
Phone: 202-566-2083 
 
 
 



https://fx.battelle.org/

mailto:kennedym@battelle.org

mailto:fontenelle.samantha@epa.gov





Table 1. Fish Advisory Template 
A B C D E F G H I J 


ADVISORY STATE SITE NAME LOCATION COUNTY LAT_DD LONG_DD ADVISORY_EXTENT ISSUER ADVISORY SIZE 
Advisory Name - 
Typically a 
waterbody 


State where 
advisory is in 
effect [Select 
value from 
STATE TRIBE or 
TERRITORY 
TABLE] 


Site name Additional 
location 
information 


County location of 
site 


Latitude in 
decimal degrees 


Longitude in 
decimal degrees 


Description of 
location of waters 
under advisory 


Type of issuing 
agency [select 
value from 
“OTHER” TABLE] 


Size of advisory 


          
          
          
          


 


Table 1. Fish Advisory Template – Continued  
K L M N O P Q R S 


ADVISORY SIZE 
UNIT 


ADVISORY 
STATUS 


YEAR 
ORIGINALLY 
ISSUED 


DATE UPDATED ADVISORY TYPE POLLUTANT SPECIES POPULATOIN SPECIES SIZE 


Units advisory 
size is reported in 
[select value from 
“OTHER” TABLE] 


New, updated or 
rescinded 


Year this advisory 
was originally 
entered 


Date this advisory 
was updated or 
rescinded 


Types of 
advisories [Select 
value from 
"ADVISORY 
TYPES" TABLE] 


Pollutant name 
[Select value from 
"POLLUTANT" 
TABLE] 


Species name 
[Select value from 
"SPECIES" 
TABLE]  


Affected 
population [Select 
value from 
"POPULATION" 
TABLE] 


Affected species 
size 


         
         
         
         


 


Template Notes: 


Use "N/A" for data Not Applicable 


Use "UKN" for data Not Available or Unknown 


  







POLLUTANT TABLE 
Aldrin DDE Indust./mun. discharge PBBs Toxaphene Diethylphthalates 
Arsenic DDT Kepone PCBs (Total) Tributyltin Perchlorate 
Cadmium Dichloroethane Lead Pentachlorobenzene Trichloroethane Perfluorooctane sulfonate 
Chlordane Dieldrin Lindane Pentachlorophenol Trichloromethane PFOAs 
Chlorinated benzenes Dioxin Mercury Perchloroethylene Vinyl chloride PBDEs 
Chlorinated pesticides Furan Metals Photomirex VOCs PFOSs 
Chromium Gasoline Mirex Phthalate esters Zinc  
Copper Heptachlor Epoxide Multiple Selenium Tetrachloroethylene  
Creosote Hexachlorobenzene Organo-metallics Tetrachlorobenzene Not specified  
DDD Hexachlorobutadiene PAHs Tetrachloroethane Pesticides  


 


ADV_TYPES 
TABLE 


 POPULATION TABLE  OTHER TABLE  


Bayou  POPULATION POPTEXT  ISSUER ADV_SIZE_UNIT ADVISORY_STATUS  


Canal  CFB  Commercial Fishing Ban  City acres 
NEW 


 


Coastal  NCGP No Consumption - 
General Population 


 County miles 
RESCINDED 


 


Estuary  NCSP No Consumption - 
Subpopulation(s) 


 Federal square miles 
UPDATED 


 


Federal  RGP  Restricted Consumption 
- General Population 


 Local health dept. hectares   


Great Lake  RSP  Restricted Consumption 
- Subpopulation(s) 


 Province    


Lake  UC   Unlimited Consumption  State    


Multi-class     State/Tribal    


Regional     Tribal    


River     U.S. Army    


Statewide     U.S. Air Force    


Wetland         


 


 


  







STATE/TERRITORY/TRIBE TABLE 
Air Force Guam Minnesota Oklahoma Texas 
Alaska Hawaii Missouri Oregon Utah 
Alabama Iowa Mississippi Pennsylvania Virginia 
Arkansas Idaho Montana Puerto Rico Virgin Islands 
American Samoa Illinois North Carolina Rhode Island Vermont 
Arizona Indiana North Dakota South Carolina Washington 
California Kansas Nebraska South Dakota Wisconsin 
Colorado Kentucky New Hampshire Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commision West Virginia 
Connecticut Louisiana New Jersey Minnesota Chippewa Tribe Wyoming 
District of Columbia Massachusetts New Mexico Aroostook Band of Micmacs  
Delaware Maryland Nevada St. Regis Mohawk Tribe  
Florida Maine New York Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe  
Georgia Michigan Ohio Tennessee  


 


SPECIES TABLE 
alewife all fish except trout bass-calico bowfin carp-mirror chubsucker-creek 
all bass except bass-largemouth all fish except trout-brook bass-hybrid bream carpsucker chubsucker-lake 
all bottomfish all fish except trout-brook and 


bullhead 
bass-kelp brown shrimp carpsucker-highfin chub-tui 


all cold water fish all fish except trout-lake bass-largemouth buffalo carpsucker-quillback cichlid-mayan 
all fish all fish except trout-rainbow bass-redeye buffalo-bigmouth carpsucker-river cichlid-peacock 
all fish (fillets) all fish except trout-steelhead bass-rock buffalo-black catfish cisco 
all fish (head or entrails) all freshwater fish bass-shadow buffalo-smallmouth catfish-blue cobia 
all fish (internal organs only) all gamefish except walleye bass-shoal bull shark catfish-bullhead cod-Pacific 
all fish (liver) all nonsportfish bass-smallmouth bullhead catfish-channel cod-tom 
all fish (whole fish uneviscerated 
and eviscerated portions) 


all other fish bass-spotted bullhead-black catfish-flathead composite of specimens not 
otherwise specified 


all fish except American shad all other freshwater sportfish 
except trout-rainbow 


bass-stripe x bass-white hybrid bullhead-brown catfish-gafftopsail corbina 


all fish except American shad‚ 
blueback herring‚ panfish 


all other gamefish bass-stripe x perch-white hybrid bullhead-flat catfish-hardhead corbina-California 


all fish except banned species all other ocean fish bass-striped bullhead-snail catfish-sea corvina-orangemouth 
all fish except bass all other shellfish bass-striped hybrid bullhead-speckled catfish-white cownose ray 
all fish except bass-largemouth all other sportfish bass-striped/walleye bullhead-spotted char-arctic crappie 
all fish except bass-smallmouth all panfish bass-suwannee bullhead-yellow chiselmouth crappie-black 
all fish except bass-striped, 
herring, shad 


all seafood bass-white burbot chub crappie-white 


all fish except bass-striped‚ 
herring‚ shad 


all sportfish bass-yellow burbot (liver) chub-arroyo croaker 


all fish except bullhead and 
sunfish-pumpkinseed 


all warm water fish blackfish-sacramento burbot (organs) chub-bluehead croaker-atlantic 


all fish except bullhead-yellow amberjack-greater bloater butterfish chub-creek croaker-black 
all fish except herring, shad, 
shellfish 


anchovy-bay blue runner jack carp chub-flathead croaker-white 


all fish except herring‚ shad‚ 
shellfish 


Atlantic guitarfish bluefish carp-buffalo chub-hornyhead croaker-yellowfin 


all fish except perch-white Atlantic surf clam bluntnose ray carp-common chub-peamouth cunner 
all fish except perch-yellow barracuda bonefish carp-common (goldfish hybrid) chub-river cusk 
all fish except perch-yellow‚ 
perch-white‚ sunfish 


bass bonnethead shark carp-goldfish chub-sandhills dace-blacknose 


all fish except salmon, anchovy, 
herring, smelt 


bass-black bottomfish (liver) carp-grass chubsucker dace-longnose 


  







SPECIES TABLE – Continued  
dace-rosyside grouper-red killifish-California muskellunge redhorse-black 
dace-southern redbelly grouper-scamp killifish-plains muskellunge-tiger redhorse-blacktail 
dace-speckled grouper-snowy kingfish-northern needlefish-atlantic redhorse-copper 
darter-fantail grouper-warsaw kingfish-southern not specified redhorse-golden 
darter-redfin grouper-yellowedge ladyfish ocean sunfish redhorse-grayfin 
darter-speckled grunt lamprey odonata redhorse-greater 
darter-tessellated grunt-bluestriped lamprey-sea opah redhorse-northern 
dogfish-smooth grunt-white leatherjacket opaleye redhorse-river 
dogfish-spiny guitarfish-shovelnose ling oscar redhorse-shorthead 
dolphin gulf blue crab lingcod other aquatic organisms redhorse-silver 
dolphin-pompano gulf butterfish lizardfish other game fish redhorse-smallfin 
drum gulf menhaden lizardfish-inshore other gamefish reef shark 
drum-black gulf toadfish lookdown other sucker roach-california 
drum-freshwater haddock mackerel-Atlantic ouananiche rock sea bass 
drum-red hake-Pacific mackerel-cero paddlefish rockfish 
eagle ray hake-red mackerel-chub paddlefish (eggs) rockfish-black 
earthworm hake-spotted mackerel-king papio rockfish-blue 
eel halfmoon mackerel-spanish perch rockfish-brown 
eel-american halibut madtom-margined perch-black rockfish-canary 
eel-conger halibut-California mako-shortfin perch-log rockfish-chilipepper 
eelpout halibut-pacific mammal-mink perch-pacific ocean rockfish-copper 
fallfish hellgramite mammal-muskrat perch-sacramento rockfish-greenstriped 
finetooth shark herring mammal-otter-river perch-shiner rockfish-kelp 
flatfish herring-Atlantic marlin-blue perch-silver rockfish-quillback 
flier herring-Atlantic thread marlin-blue Pacific perch-white rockfish-rosethorn 
florida smoothhound herring-blueback marlin-striped perch-white and carp rockfish-rougheye 
flounder herring-lake marlin-white perch-yellow rockfish-splitnose 
flounder-gulf herring-pacific menhaden permit rockfish-yelloweye 
flounder-southern herring-skipjack menhaden-atlantic pickerel roughy-orange 
flounder-starry hitch minnow pickerel-chain rudderfish-banded 
flounder-summer hogchoker minnow-bluntnose pickerel-grass rudd-european 
flounder-winter hogfish minnow-cutlips pickerel-redfin sailfish 
frog-bullfrog insect-caddisfly minnow-fathead pigfish salmon 
frog-green insect-caddisfly-green net building larvae minnow-hybrid pike salmon-atlantic 
frog-leopard insect-caddisfly-net spinning larvae minnow-plains pike-northern salmon-Atlantic-landlocked 
frogs insect-damsel fly minnow-suckermouth pinfish salmon-chinook 
frog-tadpole insect-dragonfly-burrowing nymph mojarra-striped plaice-american salmon-chum 
gar insect-dragonfly-sprawling nymph molly-sailfin pollock salmon-coho 
gar-alligator insect-emergent aquatic macroinvertebrate 


composite 
mooneye 


pollock-walleye salmon-kokanee 
gar-florida insect-scorpion-water moonfish pompano salmon-pink 
gar-longnose insect-waterbug-giant moose (kidney) pompano-Florida salmon-sockeye 
gar-shortnose jack moose (liver) pompano-irish sand bass-barred 
gar-spotted jack-almaco mosquitofish porgy sand bass-spotted 
gobies jack-crevalle mosquitofish-western pout-ocean sand drum 
goby-round jacksmelt mudminnow-central puffer-all sand shark 
goby-yellowfin Jewel box mudminnow-eastern puffer-checkered sand tiger shark 
goldeye jewfish mudsucker-longjaw quahog sanddab-Pacific 
goldfish jumprock mullet queenfish sanddab-speckled 
grayling-arctic jumprock-black mullet-fantail quillback sardine 
grouper jumprock-greater mullet-striped ray-bat sargo 
grouper-black jumprock-striped mullet-white redfish sauger 
grouper-gag killifish-banded mummichog redhorse saugeye (sauger-walleye hybrid) 


 







SPECIES TABLE – Continued  
scaled sardine shark-scalloped hammerhead shellfish-crustacean-shrimp spadefish sunfish-flier 
scalloped hammerhead shark-spinner shellfish-crustacean-shrimp-grass spadefish-Atlantic sunfish-green 
scamp shark-tiger shellfish-lobster-american 


(hepatopancreas/tomalley) speckled hind sunfish-green x sunfish-pumpkinseed hybrid 
scorpionfish-california sheephead-California shellfish-molluscs spot sunfish-hybrid 
scorpionfish-spotted sheepshead shellfish-scallops squawfish sunfish-longear 
sculpin shellfish shellfish-univalve-gastropod squawfish-northern sunfish-longear x sunfish-bluegill hybrid 
sculpin-deepwater shellfish-bivalves shellfish-univalve-snail-any non-specific 


fresh water squawfish-sacramento sunfish-mud 
sculpin-mottled shellfish-bivalves-clam shellfish-univalve-snail-bullhead squid-longfin sunfish-pumpkinseed 
sculpin-pacific staghorn shellfish-bivalves-clam-asian shellfish-univalve-snail-heliosomid stickelback-brook sunfish-redbreast 
sculpin-prickly shellfish-bivalves-clam-butter shellfish-univalve-snail-physid stickleback-fourspine sunfish-redear 
sculpin-riffle shellfish-bivalves-clam-elliptio freshwater shellfish-univalve-snail-right hand whorl stickleback-threespine sunfish-spotted 
sculpin-slimy shellfish-bivalves-clam-finger nail shiner-common stingray-Atlantic sunfish-warmouth 
scup shellfish-bivalves-clam-flat-tip piddock shiner-emerald stingray-bluntnose surfperch 
sea bass shellfish-bivalves-clam-freshwater not 


otherwise specified 
shiner-golden 


stingray-round surfperch-barred 
sea bass-barred sand shellfish-bivalves-clam-gaper shiner-non-specific stingray-southern surfperch-calico 
sea bass-black shellfish-bivalves-clam-japanese littleneck shiner-red stone crab surfperch-pile 
sea bass-striped shellfish-bivalves-clam-northern razor shiner-redside stoneroller surfperch-redtail 
sea bream shellfish-bivalves-clam-softshell shiner-satinfin stoneroller-bluefin surfperch-silver 
sea urchin shellfish-bivalves-clam-unionid shiner-spotfin stoneroller-central surfperch-spotfin 
seafood-other shellfish-bivalves-cockle shiner-spottail stoneroller-largescale swordfish 
seaperch-rainbow shellfish-bivalves-little neck clam silky shark sturgeon tarpon 
seaperch-rubberlip shellfish-bivalves-mussel-blue silver perch sturgeon-atlantic tautog 
seaperch-white shellfish-bivalves-mussel-California silver seatrout sturgeon-eggs tench 
searobin-northern shellfish-bivalves-mussel-northern horse silverside-Atlantic sturgeon-green tilapia 
searobin-striped shellfish-bivalves-mussels silverside-brook sturgeon-lake tilapia-blue 
seatrout shellfish-bivalves-mussels-foolish silversides sturgeon-shortnose tilapia-mozambique 
seatrout-sand shellfish-bivalves-oyster-american siscowet sturgeon-shovelnose tilapia-redbelly 
seatrout-spotted shellfish-bivalves-oyster-eastern (=oyster-


american) 
skate 


sturgeon-shovelnose (eggs) tilapia-spotted 
seaweed shellfish-bivalves-oyster-Hawaiian sleeper-big mouth sturgeon-white tilefish 
semotilus shellfish-bivalves-oyster-mangrove smalltooth sawfish sucker toadfish-oyster 
shad shellfish-bivalves-oyster-Pacific smelt sucker-blue tombo 
shad-american shellfish-bivalves-oysters smelt-longfin sucker-bridgelip tomcod-Atlantic 
shad-gizzard shellfish-crab (hepatopancreas) smelt-rainbow sucker-hog topsmelt 
shad-hickory shellfish-crustacean-crab smooth butterfly ray sucker-hog alabama triggerfish-grey 
shad-threadfin shellfish-crustacean-crab (shell) smooth edged jewelbox sucker-hog northern tripletail 
shark shellfish-crustacean-crab-blue snakehead-bullseye sucker-hog roanoke trout 
shark-Atlantic sharpnose shellfish-crustacean-crab-blue 


(hepatopancreas) 
snapper-cubera 


sucker-largescale trout-apache 
shark-blacknose shellfish-crustacean-crab-dungeness  snapper-gray sucker-longnose trout-brook 
shark-blacktip shellfish-crustacean-crab-dungeness (claw) snapper-lane sucker-other trout-brown 
shark-brown smooth hound shellfish-crustacean-crab-dungeness 


(hepatopancreas) 
snapper-mutton 


sucker-rustyside trout-bull 
shark-dusky shellfish-crustacean-crab-graceful rock snapper-red sucker-sacramento trout-cutbow 
shark-gray smoothhound shellfish-crustacean-crab-red rock snapper-vermillion sucker-santa ana trout-cutthroat 
shark-great white shellfish-crustacean-crab-red rock (claw) snapper-yellowtail sucker-spotted trout-cutthroat-lahontan 
shark-lemon shellfish-crustacean-crab-red 


rock(hepatopancreas) 
snook 


sucker-utah trout-cutthroat-snake river 
shark-leopard shellfish-crustacean-crayfish snook-common sucker-white trout-cutthroat-yellowstone 
shark-Pacific angel shellfish-crustacean-crayfish-signal sole-english sunfish trout-lake 
shark-salmon shellfish-crustacean-lobster sole-fantail sunfish-bluegill trout-rainbow 
shark-sandbar shellfish-crustaceans sole-rock sunfish-bluespotted trout-redband 







SPECIES TABLE – Continued  
trout-siscowet tuna-blackfin turtles waterfowl-coot-american whitefish-lake 
trout-splake tuna-canned white turtle-snapping waterfowl-ducks whitefish-mountain 
trout-steelhead tuna-skipjack wahoo waterfowl-MALLARD whitefish-ocean 
trout-tiger tuna-yellowfin walleye waterfowl-mergansers whitefish-round 
truite de mer tunny-little walleye (eggs) waterfowl-woodducks whiting-blue 
tuna turbot-diamond walleye surfperch weakfish windowpane 
tuna (steak) turbot-spotted waterfowl (liver) white shrimp yellow jack 
tuna-albacore turtle-eastern painted waterfowl except mergansers whitefish yellow fin menhaden 
tuna-bigeye     


 







Table 2. Fish Tissue Template 
A B C D E F G H I J 


ADVISORY STATE STATION ID SITENAME LOCATION LAT_DD LONG_DD SAMPLE ID SAMPLE DATE LENGTH 
Advisory Name - 
Typically a 
waterbody  (links 
sample data 
associated with 
reported 
advisories) 


State where 
sample was taken 
[Select value from 
STATE TRIBE or 
TERRITORY 
TABLE] 


Issuer Monitoring 
station identifier 


Waterbody name Waterbody 
location  


Latitude in 
decimal degrees 


Longitude in 
decimal degrees 


Unique sample 
identifier 


Date sample was 
taken 


Length of sample 
(average for 
composite 
samples) 


          
          
          
          


 


Table 2. Fish Tissue Template – Continued  
K L M N O P Q R S T U 


LENGTH UNIT COMPOSITE 
[Y/N] 


NUMBER FISH SPECIES SAMPLE TYPE RESULT 
NUMBER 


RESULT UNIT  BASIS CONTAMINANT 
NAME 


DETECTION 
LIMIT 


DL UNIT 


Length units 
[Select from  
"OTHER"  TABLE] 


Is sample a 
composite [Y/N] 


Number of fish in 
sample 


Species name 
[Select from  
"SPECIES" 
TABLE] 


Sample type 
[Select from  
"SAMPLE TYPE" 
TABLE] 


Contaminant 
concentration 
[Populate non-
detects as "ND”] 


Result units 
[Select from  
"OTHER" TABLE] 


Results reported 
as dry weight or 
wet weight 
 [Dry or Wet] 


Name of 
Contaminant 
[Select from 
"CONTAMINANT" 
TABLE] 


Limit of Detection Detection Limit 
units 
[Select from 
"OTHER" TABLE] 


           
           
           
           


 


Template Notes: 
Use "N/A" for data Not Applicable 


Use "UKN" for data Not Available or Unknown 


  







CONTAMINANT TABLE  
1,1,1,2-Tetrachloroethane 2-Methylfluoranthene bis(2-ethylhexyl)adipate Dibenzo(B,D)-Thiophene Hexachlorostyrene 
1,1,1-Trichloroethane 2-Methylnaphthalene bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate Dibenzofuran Hexa-Cl-1,3-cyclopentadiene 
1,1,2,2-Tetrachloroethane 2-Methylphenanthrene Bromobenzene Dibromomethane HexaPCBs 
1,1,2-Trichloroethane 2-Nitroaniline Bromochloromethane Dibutylnitrosamine Hoelon 
1,1'-Biphenyl 2-nitrophenol Bromodichloromethane dibutylphthalate HPCDD1234678_Conc 
1,1'-Biphenyl, 2-fluoro- 3,3'-Dichlorobenzidine Bromoform Dibutyltin Dichloride HPCDD1234678_TEQ 
1,1-Dichloroethane 3,5 Dichlorobenzoic Acid Bromomethane Dicamba HPCDD1234678_TEQ_DF 
1,1-Dichloroethene 3-Nitroaniline Bromoxynil Dichlorodifluoromethane HpCDD-except HpCDD1234678 
1,1-Dichloropropene 4,4'-Dichlorobenzophenone butylbenzylphthalate dichlorophenol HPCDF1234678_Conc 
1,2,3,4,6,7-HXCDF 4,6-Dimethyldibenzothiophene Cacodylic acid Dichlorprop HPCDF1234678_TEQ 
1,2,3-Trichlorobenzene 4,6-Dinitro-o-cresol Cadmium Dicofol HPCDF1234678_TEQ_DF 
1,2,3-Trichloropropane 4-Bromophenyl-phenylether Calcium Dieldrin HPCDF1234789_Conc 
1,2,4,5-Tetrachlorobenzene 4-chloro-3-methylphenol Captafol diethylphthalate HPCDF1234789_TEQ 
1,2,4-Trichlorobenzene 4-Chloroaniline Captan dimethylphthalate HPCDF1234789_TEQ_DF 
1,2,4-Trimethylbenzene 4-Chlorophenyl-phenylether Carbazole di-n-Octylphthalate HXCDD123478_Conc 
1,2-Dibromo-3-chloropropane 4-Chlorotoluene Carbon disulfide Dinoseb HXCDD123478_TEQ 
1,2-Dibromoethane 4-Isopropyl toluene Carbon tetrachloride Dioxin (Total) HXCDD123478_TEQ_DF 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene 4-Nitroaniline Chlordane DioxinFuranTEQ HXCDD123678_Conc 
1,2-Dichlorobenzene-d4 4-nitrophenol Chlordane (Total) DioxinPCBTEQ HXCDD123678_TEQ 
1,2-Dichloroethane 5-Methylchrysene Chlordane, cis DioxinTEQ HXCDD123678_TEQ_DF 
1,2-Dichloropropane acenaphthylene Chlordane, trans DiPCBs HXCDD123789_Conc 
1,3,5-Trimethylbenzene acenapthene Chlordene Diphenylhydrazine HXCDD123789_TEQ 
1,3-Dichlorobenzene Acetone Chlorobenzene Disulfoton HXCDD123789_TEQ_DF 
1,3-Dichloropropane Acifluorfen Chlorodibromomethane Endosulfan I HxCDD-except HxCDD123478, 123678, and 123789 
1,4-Dichlorobenzene Acrylonitrile Chloroethane Endosulfan II HxCDF- except HxCDF234678, 123478, and 123678 
1-Methyl-9h-Fluorene Alachlor Chloroform Endosulfan Sulfate HXCDF123478_Conc 
1-Methylnaphthalene Aldrin Chloromethane Endrin HXCDF123478_TEQ 
1-Methylphenanthrene alpha-chlordene Chlorpyrifos Endrin Aldehyde HXCDF123478_TEQ_DF 
2,2',3,3',4,4',5,5',6,6'-Decabromodiphenyl ether 
(BDE-209) 


Aluminum 
Chromium Endrin Ketone HXCDF123678_Conc 


2,2',4,4' - tetrabromodiphenylether Aniline chrysene Ethalfluralin HXCDF123678_TEQ 
2,2',4,4',5 - pentabromodiphenylether anthracene cis-1,2-Dichloroethylene Ethion HXCDF123678_TEQ_DF 
2,2,4,4',5,6-Hexabromodiphenyl ether Antimony cis-1,3-Dichloropropylene Ethyl methacrylate HXCDF123789_Conc 
2,2',4,4',6 - pentabromodiphenylether Arsenic Cobalt Ethyl Parathion HXCDF123789_TEQ 
2,2-Dichloropropane Arsenic III Copper Ethylbenzene HXCDF123789_TEQ_DF 
2,3,4,5-Tetrachlorophenol Atrazine Cresols Fenvalerate HXCDF234678_Conc 
2,3,4,6,7-PCDF Barium Cyanazine fluoranthene HXCDF234678HXCDF_Conc 
2,3,4,6-Tetrachlorophenol Bentazon Dacthal fluorene HXCDF234678HXCDF_TEQ 
2,4,5-Trichlorophenol Benzene DDD gamma-chlordene HXCDF234678HXCDF_TEQ_DF 
2,4,5-trichlorophenoxyacetic acid(2,4,5-T) Benzidine DDD (2,4) Heptachlor indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
2,4,6-Trichlorophenol benzo(a)anthracene DDD (4,4) Heptachlor Epoxide Iodomethane 
2,4-Dichlorophenol benzo(a)pyrene DDD/DDE Heptachlorostyrene Iron 
2,4-Dichlorophenoxyacetic acid (2,4-D) benzo(b)fluoranthene DDE HeptPCBs Isodrin 
2,4-Dimethylphenol Benzo(e)pyrene DDE (2,4) Hexabromodiphenyl ether Isophorone 
2,4-dinitrophenol benzo(ghi)perylene DDE (4,4) Hexabromodiphenyl Ether, 2,2'4,4'5,5' Isopropylbenzene 
2,4-Dinitrotoluene benzo(k)fluoranthene DDMU Hexachlorobenzene Lead 
2,6-Dinitrotoluene Benzoic Acid DDT Hexachlorobutadiene Lindane 
2-Chloronaphthalene Benzyl alcohol DDT (2,4) Hexachlorocyclohexane,alpha Lipid normalized Total PCBs 
2-chlorophenol Beryllium DDT (4,4) Hexachlorocyclohexane,beta Magnesium 
2-chlorophenol-d4 beta-chlordene DDT (Total) Hexachlorocyclohexane,delta Malathion 
2-Chlorotoluene bis(2-Chloroethoxy)methane DecaPCBs hexachlorocyclopentadiene Manganese 
2-Hexanone bis(2-Chloroethyl)ether Diazinon Hexachloroethane Mercury 
2-Methyl-4-chlorophenoxyacetic acid (MCPA) bis(2-Chloroisopropyl)ether dibenzo(ah)anthracene Hexachlorophene Methoxychlor 


  







CONTAMINANT TABLE – Continued  
Methyl isobutyl ketone PCB-AROCLOR 1221 PCBs-congener 170+190 PCBs-congener 66 PCBs-congener-155 
Methyl methacrylate PCB-AROCLOR 1232 PCBs-congener 172+197 PCBs-congener 66+95 PCBs-congener-156/157 
Methyl Parathion PCB-AROCLOR 1242 PCBs-congener 174 PCBs-congener 7 PCBs-congener-159 
Methyl tert-butyl ether PCB-AROCLOR 1242/48 PCBs-congener 177 PCBs-congener 70+76 PCBs-congener-16 
Methylene chloride PCB-AROCLOR 1242/48/54 PCBs-congener 18 PCBs-congener 74 PCBs-congener-160 
Methylethyl ketone PCB-AROCLOR 1242/54 PCBs-congener 180 PCBs-congener 77 PCBs-congener-161 
Metolachlor PCB-AROCLOR 1242/54/60 PCBs-congener 183 PCBs-congener 77+110 PCBs-congener-162 
Metolachlor PCB-AROCLOR 1248 PCBs-congener 185 PCBs-congener 8 PCBs-congener-164 
Metrabuzine PCB-AROCLOR 1248/54 PCBs-congener 187 PCBs-congener 8+5 PCBs-congener-165 
Mirex PCB-AROCLOR 1248/54/60 PCBs-congener 187+182 PCBs-congener 81 PCBs-congener-171/173 
Moisture PCB-AROCLOR 1254 PCBs-congener 189 PCBs-congener 82 PCBs-congener-172 
Molybdenum PCB-AROCLOR 1254/60 PCBs-congener 19 PCBs-congener 83 PCBs-congener-175 
Monobutyltin Trichloride PCB-AROCLOR 1260 PCBs-congener 191 PCBs-congener 85 PCBs-congener-176 
Monomethylarsenic acid (MAA) PCB-AROCLOR 1262 PCBs-congener 193 PCBs-congener 87+81 PCBs-congener-178 
MonoPCBs PCB-AROCLOR 1268 PCBs-congener 194 PCBs-congener 91 PCBs-congener-179 
Naphthalene, 1,6,7-Trimethyl PCBs (Total) PCBs-congener 195 PCBs-congener 97 PCBs-congener-18/30 
Naphthalene, 2,6-dimethyl- PCBs-Aroclor (Total) PCBs-congener 199 PCBs-congener 99 PCBs-congener-180/193 
napthalene PCBs-congener 1 PCBs-congener 201 PCBs-congener-10 PCBs-congener-181 
n-Butylbenzene PCBs-congener 100 PCBs-congener 202+171 PCBs-congener-103 PCBs-congener-182 
NDPA PCBs-congener 101 PCBs-congener 203+196 PCBs-congener-104 PCBs-congener-183/185 
Nickel PCBs-congener 105 PCBs-congener 205 PCBs-congener-106 PCBs-congener-184 
Nitro(2H5)benzene PCBs-congener 107 PCBs-congener 206 PCBs-congener-107/125 PCBs-congener-186 
Nitrobenzene PCBs-congener 110 PCBs-congener 207 PCBs-congener-109 PCBs-congener-188 
N-Nitrosodiethylamine PCBs-congener 114 PCBs-congener 208+195 PCBs-congener-11 PCBs-congener-190 
N-Nitrosodimethylamine PCBs-congener 118 PCBs-congener 209 PCBs-congener-110/115 PCBs-congener-192 
N-Nitrosodiphenylamine PCBs-congener 12+13 PCBs-congener 22 PCBs-congener-111 PCBs-congener-196 
Nonabromodiphenyl ether PCBs-congener 123 PCBs-congener 24+27 PCBs-congener-112 PCBs-congener-197/200 
Nonachlor (cis) PCBs-congener 126 PCBs-congener 25 PCBs-congener-120 PCBs-congener-198/199 
Nonachlor (trans) PCBs-congener 128 PCBs-congener 26 PCBs-congener-121 PCBs-congener-2 
NonaPCBs PCBs-congener 129+178 PCBs-congener 28 PCBs-congener-122 PCBs-congener-20/28 
NondioxinPCBs PCBs-congener 130 PCBs-congener 29 PCBs-congener-127 PCBs-congener-202 
n-Propylbenzene PCBs-congener 131 PCBs-congener 3 PCBs-congener-128/166 PCBs-congener-203 
OCDD12346789_Conc PCBs-congener 135+144 PCBs-congener 31+28 PCBs-congener-129/138/160/163 PCBs-congener-204 
OCDD12346789_TEQ PCBs-congener 136 PCBs-congener 32 PCBs-congener-129/138/163 PCBs-congener-208 
OCDD12346789_TEQ_DF PCBs-congener 137+176 PCBs-congener 36 PCBs-congener-132 PCBs-congener-21/33 
OCDF12346789_Conc PCBs-congener 138 PCBs-congener 37+42 PCBs-congener-133 PCBs-congener-23 
OCDF12346789_TEQ PCBs-congener 141 PCBs-congener 39 PCBs-congener-134/143 PCBs-congener-24 
OCDF12346789_TEQ_DF PCBs-congener 146 PCBs-congener 4+10 PCBs-congener-135/151 PCBs-congener-26/29 
o-Cresol PCBs-congener 149 PCBs-congener 40 PCBs-congener-135/151/154 PCBs-congener-27 
Octabromodiphenyl ether PCBs-congener 151 PCBs-congener 41+71 PCBs-congener-137 PCBs-congener-31 
Octachlorostyrene PCBs-congener 153 PCBs-congener 43 PCBs-congener-139/140 PCBs-congener-34 
OctaPCBs PCBs-congener 153+132+105 PCBs-congener 44 PCBs-congener-14 PCBs-congener-35 
Other (identify in field) PCBs-congener 156 PCBs-congener 45 PCBs-congener-142 PCBs-congener-37 
Oxadiazon PCBs-congener 157 PCBs-congener 46 PCBs-congener-144 PCBs-congener-38 
Oxychlordane PCBs-congener 157+202 PCBs-congener 47 PCBs-congener-145 PCBs-congener-4 
o-Xylene PCBs-congener 158 PCBs-congener 48 PCBs-congener-147/149 PCBs-congener-40/41/71 
p,p'-Dibromodiphenyl ether PCBs-congener 16+32 PCBs-congener 49 PCBs-congener-148 PCBs-congener-42 
PBB PCBs-congener 163+138 PCBs-congener 52 PCBs-congener-15 PCBs-congener-44/47/65 
PCB-107/124 PCBs-congener 167 PCBs-congener 53+33+21 PCBs-congener-150 PCBs-congener-45/51 
PCB-12/13 PCBs-congener 169 PCBs-congener 56+60 PCBs-congener-152 PCBs-congener-49/69 
PCB-AROCLOR 1016 PCBs-congener 17 PCBs-congener 6 PCBs-congener-153/168 PCBs-congener-5 
PCB-AROCLOR 1016/1242 PCBs-congener 170 PCBs-congener 63 PCBs-congener-154 PCBs-congener-50/53 


 







CONTAMINANT TABLE – Continued  
PCBs-congener-54 PCBs-congener-84 Sodium Terbufos Total HPCDF 
PCBs-congener-55 PCBs-congener-85/116/117 Solid Terphenyl-d14 Total HXCDD 
PCBs-congener-56 PCBs-congener-86/87/97/108/119/125 Solid (metals) Terphenyls Total inorganic arsenic 
PCBs-congener-57 PCBs-congener-88/91 Solid (PCBs) tert-Butylbenzene Total mirex 
PCBs-congener-58 PCBs-congener-89 Solids Content-Freeze Dry Tetrabromodiphenyl ether Total PBDEs 
PCBs-congener-59/62/75 PCBs-congener-9 Strontium Tetrabutyltin Total PCDD 
PCBs-congener-60 PCBs-congener-90/101/113 Styrene Tetrachloroethylene Total PCDF 
PCBs-congener-61/70/74/76 PCBs-congener-92 TCDD2378_Conc Tetradifon Total TCDD 
PCBs-congener-64 PCBs-congener-93/95/98/100/102 TCDD2378_TEQ Tetrahydrofuran Total TCDF 
PCBs-congener-67 PCBs-congener-93/98/100/102 TCDD2378_TEQ_DF TetraPCBs Toxaphene 
PCBs-congener-68 PCBs-congener-94 TCDD-except TCDD2378 Thallium trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene 
PCBs-congener-72 PCBs-congener-95 TCDF2378_Conc tin trans-1,3-Dichloropropene 
PCBs-congener-73 PCBs-congener-96 TCDF2378_TEQ Toluene Triallate 
PCBs-congener-78 PCBTEQs TCDF2378_TEQ_DF Tordon Tribromodiphenyl ether 
PCBs-congener-79 PECDD12378_Conc TCDF-except TCDF2378 Total HCDF Tributyltin Chloride 
PCBs-congener-80 PECDD12378_TEQ TEQ (Total) Total HPCDD Trichloroethylene 
PCBs-congener-83/99 PECDD12378_TEQ_DF Terbufos Total HPCDF Trichlorofluoromethane 
PCBs-congener-84 PeCDD-except PeCDD12378 Terphenyl-d14 Total HXCDD trichlorophenol 
PCBs-congener-85/116/117 PECDF12378_Conc Terphenyls Total inorganic arsenic Trifluralin 
PCBs-congener-86/87/97/108/119/125 PECDF12378_TEQ tert-Butylbenzene Total mirex TriPCBs 
PCBs-congener-88/91 PECDF12378_TEQ_DF Tetrabromodiphenyl ether Total PBDEs Uranium 
PCBs-congener-89 PECDF23478_Conc Tetrabutyltin Total PCDD Vanadium 
PCBs-congener-9 PECDF23478_TEQ Tetrachloroethylene Total PCDF Vinyl chloride 
PCBs-congener-90/101/113 PECDF23478_TEQ_DF Tetradifon Total TCDD Xylenes 


PCBs-congener-92 
PeCDF-except PeCDF 12378,  
PeCDF23478 Tetrahydrofuran Total TCDF Zinc 


PCBs-congener-93/95/98/100/102 Pentabromodiphenyl ether TetraPCBs Toxaphene  
PCBs-congener-93/98/100/102 Pentachloroanisole Thallium trans-1,2-Dichloroethylene  
PCBs-congener-94 Pentachlorobenzene tin trans-1,3-Dichloropropene  
PCBs-congener-95 Pentachlorophenol Toluene Triallate  
PCBs-congener-96 pentachlorophenol Tordon Tribromodiphenyl ether  
PCBTEQs Pentachlorostyrene Total HCDF Tributyltin Chloride  
PECDD12378_Conc PentaPCBs Total HPCDD Trichloroethylene  
PECDD12378_TEQ Perylene Total HPCDF Trichlorofluoromethane  
PECDD12378_TEQ_DF PFOA – perfluorooctanoic acid Total HXCDD trichlorophenol  
PeCDD-except PeCDD12378 PFOS – perfluorooctanesulfonic acid Total inorganic arsenic Trifluralin  
PCBs-congener-54 phenanthrene Total mirex TriPCBs  
PCBs-congener-55 Phenanthrene, 3,6-Dimethyl- Sodium Terbufos  
PCBs-congener-56 phenol complex Solid Terphenyl-d14  
PCBs-congener-57 Phenol, 2-fluoro- Solid (metals) Terphenyls  
PCBs-congener-58 Phenol-d5 Solid (PCBs) tert-Butylbenzene  
PCBs-congener-59/62/75 Photomirex Solids Content-Freeze Dry Tetrabromodiphenyl ether  
PCBs-congener-60 Potassium Strontium Tetrabutyltin  
PCBs-congener-61/70/74/76 Prowl Styrene Tetrachloroethylene  
PCBs-congener-64 pyrene TCDD2378_Conc Tetradifon  
PCBs-congener-67 Pyrene-d10 TCDD2378_TEQ Tetrahydrofuran  
PCBs-congener-68 Pyridine TCDD2378_TEQ_DF TetraPCBs  
PCBs-congener-72 Retene TCDD-except TCDD2378 Thallium  
PCBs-congener-73 sec-Butylbenzene TCDF2378_Conc tin  
PCBs-congener-78 Selenium TCDF2378_TEQ Toluene  
PCBs-congener-79 Silver TCDF2378_TEQ_DF Tordon  
PCBs-congener-80 Silvex (2,4,5-TP) TCDF-except TCDF2378 Total HCDF  
PCBs-congener-83/99 Simazine TEQ (Total) Total HPCDD  


 







STATE/TERRITORY/TRIBE TABLE 
Air Force Guam Minnesota Oklahoma Texas 
Alaska Hawaii Missouri Oregon Utah 
Alabama Iowa Mississippi Pennsylvania Virginia 
Arkansas Idaho Montana Puerto Rico Virgin Islands 
American Samoa Illinois North Carolina Rhode Island Vermont 
Arizona Indiana North Dakota South Carolina Washington 
California Kansas Nebraska South Dakota Wisconsin 
Colorado Kentucky New Hampshire Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife Commision West Virginia 
Connecticut Louisiana New Jersey Minnesota Chippewa Tribe Wyoming 
District of Columbia Massachusetts New Mexico Aroostook Band of Micmacs  
Delaware Maryland Nevada St. Regis Mohawk Tribe  
Florida Maine New York Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe  
Georgia Michigan Ohio Tennessee  


 


SPECIES TABLE 
alewife all fish except trout bass-calico bowfin carp-mirror chubsucker-creek 
all bass except bass-largemouth all fish except trout-brook bass-hybrid bream carpsucker chubsucker-lake 
all bottomfish all fish except trout-brook and 


bullhead 
bass-kelp brown shrimp carpsucker-highfin chub-tui 


all cold water fish all fish except trout-lake bass-largemouth buffalo carpsucker-quillback cichlid-mayan 
all fish all fish except trout-rainbow bass-redeye buffalo-bigmouth carpsucker-river cichlid-peacock 
all fish (fillets) all fish except trout-steelhead bass-rock buffalo-black catfish cisco 
all fish (head or entrails) all freshwater fish bass-shadow buffalo-smallmouth catfish-blue cobia 
all fish (internal organs only) all gamefish except walleye bass-shoal bull shark catfish-bullhead cod-Pacific 
all fish (liver) all nonsportfish bass-smallmouth bullhead catfish-channel cod-tom 
all fish (whole fish uneviscerated 
and eviscerated portions) 


all other fish bass-spotted bullhead-black catfish-flathead composite of specimens not 
otherwise specified 


all fish except American shad all other freshwater sportfish 
except trout-rainbow 


bass-stripe x bass-white hybrid bullhead-brown catfish-gafftopsail corbina 


all fish except American shad‚ 
blueback herring‚ panfish 


all other gamefish bass-stripe x perch-white hybrid bullhead-flat catfish-hardhead corbina-California 


all fish except banned species all other ocean fish bass-striped bullhead-snail catfish-sea corvina-orangemouth 
all fish except bass all other shellfish bass-striped hybrid bullhead-speckled catfish-white cownose ray 
all fish except bass-largemouth all other sportfish bass-striped/walleye bullhead-spotted char-arctic crappie 
all fish except bass-smallmouth all panfish bass-suwannee bullhead-yellow chiselmouth crappie-black 
all fish except bass-striped, 
herring, shad 


all seafood bass-white burbot chub crappie-white 


all fish except bass-striped‚ 
herring‚ shad 


all sportfish bass-yellow burbot (liver) chub-arroyo croaker 


all fish except bullhead and 
sunfish-pumpkinseed 


all warm water fish blackfish-sacramento burbot (organs) chub-bluehead croaker-atlantic 


all fish except bullhead-yellow amberjack-greater bloater butterfish chub-creek croaker-black 
all fish except herring, shad, 
shellfish 


anchovy-bay blue runner jack carp chub-flathead croaker-white 


all fish except herring‚ shad‚ 
shellfish 


Atlantic guitarfish bluefish carp-buffalo chub-hornyhead croaker-yellowfin 


all fish except perch-white Atlantic surf clam bluntnose ray carp-common chub-peamouth cunner 
all fish except perch-yellow barracuda bonefish carp-common (goldfish hybrid) chub-river cusk 
all fish except perch-yellow‚ 
perch-white‚ sunfish 


bass bonnethead shark carp-goldfish chub-sandhills dace-blacknose 


all fish except salmon, anchovy, 
herring, smelt 


bass-black bottomfish (liver) carp-grass chubsucker dace-longnose 


  







SPECIES TABLE – Continued  
dace-rosyside grouper-red killifish-California muskellunge redhorse-black 
dace-southern redbelly grouper-scamp killifish-plains muskellunge-tiger redhorse-blacktail 
dace-speckled grouper-snowy kingfish-northern needlefish-atlantic redhorse-copper 
darter-fantail grouper-warsaw kingfish-southern not specified redhorse-golden 
darter-redfin grouper-yellowedge ladyfish ocean sunfish redhorse-grayfin 
darter-speckled grunt lamprey odonata redhorse-greater 
darter-tessellated grunt-bluestriped lamprey-sea opah redhorse-northern 
dogfish-smooth grunt-white leatherjacket opaleye redhorse-river 
dogfish-spiny guitarfish-shovelnose ling oscar redhorse-shorthead 
dolphin gulf blue crab lingcod other aquatic organisms redhorse-silver 
dolphin-pompano gulf butterfish lizardfish other game fish redhorse-smallfin 
drum gulf menhaden lizardfish-inshore other gamefish reef shark 
drum-black gulf toadfish lookdown other sucker roach-california 
drum-freshwater haddock mackerel-Atlantic ouananiche rock sea bass 
drum-red hake-Pacific mackerel-cero paddlefish rockfish 
eagle ray hake-red mackerel-chub paddlefish (eggs) rockfish-black 
earthworm hake-spotted mackerel-king papio rockfish-blue 
eel halfmoon mackerel-spanish perch rockfish-brown 
eel-american halibut madtom-margined perch-black rockfish-canary 
eel-conger halibut-California mako-shortfin perch-log rockfish-chilipepper 
eelpout halibut-pacific mammal-mink perch-pacific ocean rockfish-copper 
fallfish hellgramite mammal-muskrat perch-sacramento rockfish-greenstriped 
finetooth shark herring mammal-otter-river perch-shiner rockfish-kelp 
flatfish herring-Atlantic marlin-blue perch-silver rockfish-quillback 
flier herring-Atlantic thread marlin-blue Pacific perch-white rockfish-rosethorn 
florida smoothhound herring-blueback marlin-striped perch-white and carp rockfish-rougheye 
flounder herring-lake marlin-white perch-yellow rockfish-splitnose 
flounder-gulf herring-pacific menhaden permit rockfish-yelloweye 
flounder-southern herring-skipjack menhaden-atlantic pickerel roughy-orange 
flounder-starry hitch minnow pickerel-chain rudderfish-banded 
flounder-summer hogchoker minnow-bluntnose pickerel-grass rudd-european 
flounder-winter hogfish minnow-cutlips pickerel-redfin sailfish 
frog-bullfrog insect-caddisfly minnow-fathead pigfish salmon 
frog-green insect-caddisfly-green net building larvae minnow-hybrid pike salmon-atlantic 
frog-leopard insect-caddisfly-net spinning larvae minnow-plains pike-northern salmon-Atlantic-landlocked 
frogs insect-damsel fly minnow-suckermouth pinfish salmon-chinook 
frog-tadpole insect-dragonfly-burrowing nymph mojarra-striped plaice-american salmon-chum 
gar insect-dragonfly-sprawling nymph molly-sailfin pollock salmon-coho 
gar-alligator insect-emergent aquatic macroinvertebrate 


composite 
mooneye 


pollock-walleye salmon-kokanee 
gar-florida insect-scorpion-water moonfish pompano salmon-pink 
gar-longnose insect-waterbug-giant moose (kidney) pompano-Florida salmon-sockeye 
gar-shortnose jack moose (liver) pompano-irish sand bass-barred 
gar-spotted jack-almaco mosquitofish porgy sand bass-spotted 
gobies jack-crevalle mosquitofish-western pout-ocean sand drum 
goby-round jacksmelt mudminnow-central puffer-all sand shark 
goby-yellowfin Jewel box mudminnow-eastern puffer-checkered sand tiger shark 
goldeye jewfish mudsucker-longjaw quahog sanddab-Pacific 
goldfish jumprock mullet queenfish sanddab-speckled 
grayling-arctic jumprock-black mullet-fantail quillback sardine 
grouper jumprock-greater mullet-striped ray-bat sargo 
grouper-black jumprock-striped mullet-white redfish sauger 
grouper-gag killifish-banded mummichog redhorse saugeye (sauger-walleye hybrid) 


 







SPECIES TABLE – Continued  
scaled sardine shark-scalloped hammerhead shellfish-crustacean-shrimp spadefish sunfish-flier 
scalloped hammerhead shark-spinner shellfish-crustacean-shrimp-grass spadefish-Atlantic sunfish-green 
scamp shark-tiger shellfish-lobster-american 


(hepatopancreas/tomalley) speckled hind sunfish-green x sunfish-pumpkinseed hybrid 
scorpionfish-california sheephead-California shellfish-molluscs spot sunfish-hybrid 
scorpionfish-spotted sheepshead shellfish-scallops squawfish sunfish-longear 
sculpin shellfish shellfish-univalve-gastropod squawfish-northern sunfish-longear x sunfish-bluegill hybrid 
sculpin-deepwater shellfish-bivalves shellfish-univalve-snail-any non-specific 


fresh water squawfish-sacramento sunfish-mud 
sculpin-mottled shellfish-bivalves-clam shellfish-univalve-snail-bullhead squid-longfin sunfish-pumpkinseed 
sculpin-pacific staghorn shellfish-bivalves-clam-asian shellfish-univalve-snail-heliosomid stickelback-brook sunfish-redbreast 
sculpin-prickly shellfish-bivalves-clam-butter shellfish-univalve-snail-physid stickleback-fourspine sunfish-redear 
sculpin-riffle shellfish-bivalves-clam-elliptio freshwater shellfish-univalve-snail-right hand whorl stickleback-threespine sunfish-spotted 
sculpin-slimy shellfish-bivalves-clam-finger nail shiner-common stingray-Atlantic sunfish-warmouth 
scup shellfish-bivalves-clam-flat-tip piddock shiner-emerald stingray-bluntnose surfperch 
sea bass shellfish-bivalves-clam-freshwater not 


otherwise specified 
shiner-golden 


stingray-round surfperch-barred 
sea bass-barred sand shellfish-bivalves-clam-gaper shiner-non-specific stingray-southern surfperch-calico 
sea bass-black shellfish-bivalves-clam-japanese littleneck shiner-red stone crab surfperch-pile 
sea bass-striped shellfish-bivalves-clam-northern razor shiner-redside stoneroller surfperch-redtail 
sea bream shellfish-bivalves-clam-softshell shiner-satinfin stoneroller-bluefin surfperch-silver 
sea urchin shellfish-bivalves-clam-unionid shiner-spotfin stoneroller-central surfperch-spotfin 
seafood-other shellfish-bivalves-cockle shiner-spottail stoneroller-largescale swordfish 
seaperch-rainbow shellfish-bivalves-little neck clam silky shark sturgeon tarpon 
seaperch-rubberlip shellfish-bivalves-mussel-blue silver perch sturgeon-atlantic tautog 
seaperch-white shellfish-bivalves-mussel-California silver seatrout sturgeon-eggs tench 
searobin-northern shellfish-bivalves-mussel-northern horse silverside-Atlantic sturgeon-green tilapia 
searobin-striped shellfish-bivalves-mussels silverside-brook sturgeon-lake tilapia-blue 
seatrout shellfish-bivalves-mussels-foolish silversides sturgeon-shortnose tilapia-mozambique 
seatrout-sand shellfish-bivalves-oyster-american siscowet sturgeon-shovelnose tilapia-redbelly 
seatrout-spotted shellfish-bivalves-oyster-eastern (=oyster-


american) 
skate 


sturgeon-shovelnose (eggs) tilapia-spotted 
seaweed shellfish-bivalves-oyster-Hawaiian sleeper-big mouth sturgeon-white tilefish 
semotilus shellfish-bivalves-oyster-mangrove smalltooth sawfish sucker toadfish-oyster 
shad shellfish-bivalves-oyster-Pacific smelt sucker-blue tombo 
shad-american shellfish-bivalves-oysters smelt-longfin sucker-bridgelip tomcod-Atlantic 
shad-gizzard shellfish-crab (hepatopancreas) smelt-rainbow sucker-hog topsmelt 
shad-hickory shellfish-crustacean-crab smooth butterfly ray sucker-hog alabama triggerfish-grey 
shad-threadfin shellfish-crustacean-crab (shell) smooth edged jewelbox sucker-hog northern tripletail 
shark shellfish-crustacean-crab-blue snakehead-bullseye sucker-hog roanoke trout 
shark-Atlantic sharpnose shellfish-crustacean-crab-blue 


(hepatopancreas) 
snapper-cubera 


sucker-largescale trout-apache 
shark-blacknose shellfish-crustacean-crab-dungeness  snapper-gray sucker-longnose trout-brook 
shark-blacktip shellfish-crustacean-crab-dungeness (claw) snapper-lane sucker-other trout-brown 
shark-brown smooth hound shellfish-crustacean-crab-dungeness 


(hepatopancreas) 
snapper-mutton 


sucker-rustyside trout-bull 
shark-dusky shellfish-crustacean-crab-graceful rock snapper-red sucker-sacramento trout-cutbow 
shark-gray smoothhound shellfish-crustacean-crab-red rock snapper-vermillion sucker-santa ana trout-cutthroat 
shark-great white shellfish-crustacean-crab-red rock (claw) snapper-yellowtail sucker-spotted trout-cutthroat-lahontan 
shark-lemon shellfish-crustacean-crab-red 


rock(hepatopancreas) 
snook 


sucker-utah trout-cutthroat-snake river 
shark-leopard shellfish-crustacean-crayfish snook-common sucker-white trout-cutthroat-yellowstone 
shark-Pacific angel shellfish-crustacean-crayfish-signal sole-english sunfish trout-lake 
shark-salmon shellfish-crustacean-lobster sole-fantail sunfish-bluegill trout-rainbow 
shark-sandbar shellfish-crustaceans sole-rock sunfish-bluespotted trout-redband 







SPECIES TABLE – Continued  
trout-siscowet tuna-blackfin turtles waterfowl-coot-american whitefish-lake 
trout-splake tuna-canned white turtle-snapping waterfowl-ducks whitefish-mountain 
trout-steelhead tuna-skipjack wahoo waterfowl-MALLARD whitefish-ocean 
trout-tiger tuna-yellowfin walleye waterfowl-mergansers whitefish-round 
truite de mer tunny-little walleye (eggs) waterfowl-woodducks whiting-blue 
tuna turbot-diamond walleye surfperch weakfish windowpane 
tuna (steak) turbot-spotted waterfowl (liver) white shrimp yellow jack 
tuna-albacore turtle-eastern painted waterfowl except mergansers whitefish yellow fin menhaden 
tuna-bigeye     


 


SAMPLE TYPE TABLE  
composite viscera dorsal muscle plug with skin ( steak scute gall bladder 
crab meat whole turtle muscle/somatic (MSOM) muscle gonad fat 
eggs fillet skin off - composite brain leg muscle spleen 
fillet tissue fat kidney stomach contents 
fillet - composite homogenized lipid intestinal tract growth testes 
fillet skin off edible portion gills hepatopancreas whole fish with no liver 
fillet skin on carcass whole - composite heart brain fat 
individual skeletal muscle (MSKEL) fillet skin on - composite plug-fillet other 
liver organism without head or viscera fillet skin on plus skeleton edible tissue skin-on 
shellfish fillet dorsal piece without skin shellfish - edible composite edible tissue-composite freeze dried 
unknown dorsal muscle plug without skin fillet skin on/scales off abdominal fat plug 


 


OTHER TABLE 
RESULT UNIT DETECTION LIMIT 


UNIT 
LENGTH UNIT 


ppm 
ppm cm 


ppb 
ppb in 


pptr 
pptr mm 


mg/g 
mg/g 


 


mg/kg 
mg/kg 


 


mg/ug 
mg/ug 


 


ug/g 
ug/g 


 


ug/kg 
ug/kg 


 


ug/ng 
ug/ng 


 


 









