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Abstract. Different kinds of freshwater sediment quality guidelines (SQGs) have been developed using a variety of approaches.
Comparisons of lower SQGs values, upper SQGs values and the gray zones of different contaminants have been made to find and e-
valuate the differences among various published SQGs. The results have shown that obvious quantitative differences varied from 2 to
15 times and 4 to 29 times respectively among those lower SQGs values and upper SQGs values, and all SQGs have wide gray zones
which heavily influence their applicability. The differences mainly due to the complexity of controlling factors associated with the
bioavailability of various contaminants, and the uncertainties of SQGs deriving approaches.
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Fig. 1 Conceptual description of effect ranges
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Tab. 1 Different kinds of freshwater sediment quality guidelines (SQGs) currently-available
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RBONL i L B ERM =ERM B, RA . GRS =60% , AHLI5HY =80%
B {200 A TEL A=Wy Bl e ik <TEL it} , fRA2x BN BLSObE

A BN K F- PEL  (BEDSA, NSTP) =PEL i AR AR 23 I AN ROBE
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AR K LEL  §ii ek Bk <LEL, ZXURNIEYA 2 A B SR
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A4 L 1 SQAL AR 4} BLik (EqPA) <SQAL I, — A 2x UK R
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Tab. 2 Comparison and analyses of lower freshwater sediment quality guideline values (dw)

FEESAY B Al A IR As Cd Cr Cu Pb Hg PAHs  PCBs
LEL Persaud et al. ['7] 6.00 0.60 26.0 16.0 31.0  0.20 4000  70.0
ERL Long and Morgan['®] 33.0 5.00 8.0 70.0 350 0.15 4000  50.0
NOAA!™! 8.20 1.20 81.0 34.0 46.7  0.15 4022  22.7
ANZECC!! 20,0  1.20  81.0  34.0 47.0  0.15 4022  22.7
TEL CCME™! 590 0.60 37.3 357 350 0.17 870 34.1
Smith et al. (%] 7.24  0.68 52,3 18.7  30.2  0.13 1684  21.6
TEL-HA28 US EPA[®! 11.0 0.58 36.0 28.0 37.0 - 260 32.0
TEC MacDonald et al?) 9.79  0.99 43.4 31.6 358 0.18 1610  59.8
MET EC and MENVIQ?] 7.00  0.90 55.0 28.0 42.0  0.20 - 200.0
SQO-TV Zarbal% 2.90  0.80 - 36.0 85.0  0.30 - -
1SQG-low Chapman et all?”) 8.20 1.50 80.0 65.0 75.0  0.28 - -
B/ME 2.90  0.58 260 16.0 31.0 0.15 260 21.6
ISPN] 33.0  5.00 8.0 70.0 85.0  0.30 4022  200.0
R/ B /IMA 11.4 8.6 3.1 4.4 2.7 2.0 155 9.3

) AL IR TSR, me/ ke AT HLTG A, pe/ kg (dw) .

2) NOAA, SEEARASGHRHE IR ; ANZECC, MM 554 22 PR R IP 22 51 22 s COME, N RIFFE IR 4P 2 B2 225
US EPA, £ H 3% ; TEL - HA28, 28d Hyalella azteca [F{EZB /K F-525% ; FDEP, 4% HUIAFREHE; MENVIQ,
LT FRTR s MHSPE , fif 22 R85 5 S5 A A2 W30 5 SQO, UIBWRR Bt FAR; TV, HARE; 1SQG, Fubilf
I LR RIE ik S
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FEPRAE) . (2) 475 YLl REvfi o5 2 rh A IR B 22 Hh BRAE N 52k CCME" [y T 4% 187 /K - PEL o, 5 1 1
BEUE B OB OR AT (i RS S (BRI, 5 50 S BOE — R R R ) . (3) A LTS e B s (i b iy
R B Y4 BUAE T TR K SELYT o 42 8 15 e 9y 4% S s 8 PP A KA 22 1 BRAE 1o 2% SQO - MPC
o, L 1 R S (R R L B o S BCE R R
2.3 {FEAEXR BRI (the Gray Zone) [LE&

P R0 DX o B o (LRI (L IA) A7 AN RE 15 A 1 AR W RN G L, CRR W vh 175 e ) 5 BT LS Rl
W, R AE RN RAEAS R AU SR AT BRER K 6 X BUR T B RO s i s e A A
SOV IN 28 B HERE M BLA AT A Jrd B J A i 3ok DR 36 R HEBE m LA A T Ak, I £ X IS A
T /0N, ST 2 1) VA 1 R AT S AR B AN T 8. 25 PR AT D AR A P o R 1) R 2 X Bl L
Bk 4.
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Tab. 3 Comparison and analyses of upper freshwater sediment quality guideline values

— As Cd Cr Cu Pb Hg PAHs PCBs
(mg/kg)  (mg/kg)  (mg/kg)  (mgrkg)  (mgkg)  (mg/kg)  (pgkg(dw))  (ug/kg(dw))

SEL 33.0 10.00 110 110 250.0 2.000 100000 5300
ERM 85.0 9.00 145 390 110.0 1.300 35000 400
NOAA-ERM 70.0 9.60 370 270 218.0 0.710 44792 180
ANZECC-ERM 70.0 9.60 370 270 218.0 0.710 44792 180
CCME-PEL 17.0 3.53 90 197 91.3 0.486 8040 277
FDEP-PEL 41.6 4.21 160 108 112 0.700 16770 189
PEL-HA28 48.0 3.20 120 100 82.0 - 3400 240
PEC 33.0 4.98 111 149 128.0 1.060 22800 676
TET 17.0 3.00 100 86 170.0 1.000 - 1000
SQO-MPC 55.0 12.00 - 190 530.0 10. 000 - -
ISQG-high 70.0 9.60 370 270 218.0 1.000 - -
/M 17.0 3.00 90 86 91.3 0.486 3400 180
KM 85.0 12.00 370 390 530 10. 000 100000 5300
At/ M 5.0 4.0 4.1 4.5 5.8 20.3 29.4 29.4

1) Bk IR 2, PEL-HA28, 28d Hyalella azteca T ERUNKT-SL5%0 5 MPC, fizii i k.

P 4 POK TR IR I Bl R 00, [ 8 He g
Tab. 4 Comparison and analyses of the SQGs gray zones

S As Cd Cr Cu Pb Hg PAHs PCBs .
) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg/kg) (mg'kg) (mg/kg) (mgkg) (pgkg(dw)) (peg/kg(dw))
SEL/LEL 5.5 16.7 4.2 6.9 8.1 10.0 25.0 75.7 19.0
ERM/ERL 2.6 1.8 1.8 5.6 3.1 8.7 8.8 8.0 5.1
NOAA ERM/ERL 8.5 8.0 4.6 7.9 4.7 4.7 11.1 7.9 7.2
ANZECC ERM/ERL 3.5 8.0 4.6 7.9 4.6 4.7 11.1 7.9 6.0
CCME PEL/TEL 2.9 5.9 2.4 5.5 2.6 2.9 9.2 8.1 5.0
FDEP PEL/TEL 5.7 6.2 3.1 2.1 3.7 5.4 10.0 8.8 5.6
HA-28 PEL/TEL 4.4 5.5 3.3 2.8 2.2 - 13.1 7.5 5.5
PEC/TEC 3.4 5.0 2.6 4.7 3.6 5.9 14.2 11.3 6.3
TET/MET 2.4 3.3 1.8 3.1 4.1 5.0 - 5.0 3.5
SQO TV/MPC 19.0 15.0 - 5.3 6.2 33.3 - - 15.8
Tk 1SQG =/ E 8.6 6.4 4.6 4.2 2.9 3.6 - - 5.1
/M 2.4 3.3 1.8 2.1 2.2 2.9 8.8 5.0 -
O] 19.0  16.7 4.6 7.9 8.1 33.3 25.0 75.7 -
S 6.1 7.4 3.3 5.1 4.2 8.4 12.8 15.6 -

1) BliRIRIFL2

i LA LAt (1) ANIR) TS G 5 R e o B9 SRR T 2 M 22 2 M0 5 AR L i 15 19 4%, 1t
A BT F) A5 Rl A U BS54 A 1 5 DR AR 5 DX, DR A 582 i 80 5 £ B JH AR B (2) Per-
saud % A (g LEL A1 SEL, LA KA > SQO Ay (X IRaze kT H &l 332 i T LEL ffIf ( 5 808 — 2
iR, 2 2) 1 SEL f.5L PAHs FLEL PCBs ,SQO fy MPC ffi 5 ( 53 S38058 245, £ 3). (3) KI5y,
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e ] B R 22 S (0 D P T A
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YWy SR AL 4. 15 YY) iT A8 AL B vl o PR L S AL, REEATFER M, 15 e ek S
BURETE, N SEEA G [W—1s R AR RIEES BB R 22 5. i &F° " MR T o,
M7 R B T B TR SRR, BUA SRR 2 TS Qi S 8 B R0R IR X 5 B IR A TR 2553
SR A TR A SRR RIS Y ) 5 T R RV Ak SLSZ 3 22 R 3R (B ) (0 SR T 4, pHL (1, BB
PEFRAE) A5 S Je IO 25 A R A A TF— A~ BhAS sk A, SR 1 V5 Sy — A Wi S R I 52 sk

(2) DURRMR Y2 5. AN RSB DTRR D) BAT AN R RO LR ZE A AL 2 4R DR 3R B1, DDORR ) 1) AL
RANCRAR) e == W B & i CAnAT AILBs TR AT 4 R PR A ) 458 ) 5 0 B TCRR D 0T 5 ) 40 B2 RS 0 [
BB 7, AT ey B A A T S e A i . TR 2 ph S ) R/ INBIORE TR 5 77 1 A Il 3 R e, v
ARURLHS 73 (CRE IR KR <63um) HATBORAY LR AR, X 8 15 YA B p e M BE 77 , 18] Bk vh @ s ¥
ey B VU ARSI UG R ) R b R vl 4 M BAL I (AVS) BB A4 75
Yl (BB N &8 Me™ ) 45 ST BRI TTEE MeS, T3 340 42 J& 2% 2 AR A e (A fi i v
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(P24 A B E PR Z DR b AVS 1954, G RI Bk b Cd B A=A 2k, DU A HLk RE L
U S B AT AT HLTS S (EL R B 1y BCR ) b A LB 1 B AR R TS TR 7 A HLBR X 4 J 5
WA — 2 W B AT G Mahony 2% B Cu (75 P B 1] BRK bl i A LB RO 38 I i A 8 i
S ME LB 5 AT BB X 42 R V5 e M B R

(3) YRR A A1 28 5. DURRMI PR IRE 2 PR ITURR A b T AT Al " Rl 2o 7 AR IR Z0 R s ). Herp
AR IR A (Eh) AR pRE 3675 QMR ATAE I S AR W0 AT 2tk DUV ) S8 AR SRR A5 Ik T ] B ok
HAE(DO) B S oE, — B LT, DLW R )Z JLZ R LLR fltil T ol SCIR A TS A Id I3 5 52 22 b [H 3R )
Wi SLASAEANTE . KRR A A= W35 Sl n] 5 R GTAR B HEE 7 S5 Qe R B, JF B R IZ TR A b
ARJEUIRZS RS 0 10 5 Sha 2275 Y RS R A58 Ak (A Hy (40 H 6L, 5 WLYS e IR e 1 265 ) i
HEEAE. M, RBUK A EBDRIREY pH (E BERE GELRE OB LR =358 045  HRR S m i5 Je M A= W A
RCPERNBEVE R PR R, R i Sy 3o A5 v 7 20425 H (L T T 20 L ke 1 ) R

(4) FEHERE ST 7k A B ARBRETE. 324, BAMIFTE & R I T 10 Z Rt SEuE RS J5 %, (R & Fh7 ik A
FEA SO R R SE T, H TR B — R RERF B 22 07 DA nT WA 20T 15 , 30 2 3 B[] e v ] 1 B
BORZ S ERFN 2 —. FEE ST 7 2 AN E PR IRAE S v T R 2 AT T 1 26, A R Sk
A7 BRI YR A= P I ( Sediment Bioassay ) k= 8— ROARIE, R e AE TR SC g, AN RIBESEE R A
(Rl BRI RAE 7 (AR 5 AR OB B S AR SR A ) RS2 36 05 3%, S 8 v s FH AN [ A JER DS 2 ) (AN [ ) ol
AR A D BB AR 25 50 ) R B BRI 1) (M 24 h—28 d R%5) FIAE 8 b5 (1706 56 AR ROR I %
SHRESI A% ), A R BOLIRA R 25 5. BARSLIE RIS R — LM OCHLAE (41 EC\NOAA | US EPA il ASTM
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e PR, T 2 AR A ST 7 R A5 5 0 e — ) 20 B RGN s o (2 32 003 JEATG A= ) B0 e 3 0 19
PRI A AE)  Si G s TR A 2 23 Bt A= P ) A R R B~ 1 T B, R 4 I O BIF 5 3 SR 7 1),
(3) T X 7K P TLAR Y BRI Tt ik S v (BT i o A2 200 B B, e 019 22 S e/ R 08 1) 2 0 28 K S8
I, S5 R A DT AL 2 B AR T2 AR ik 06 9 7K ST b , SR FH AR P46 53T v 2 o7 DX s 4 990
PR PRI i B B S mT AT 0. SR, s TCRR A 75 2 04 A= ] A R RE I R, S PR At 7 B [ TURR W5 e 1
AN R 7 (BEDS) R4 Ja WFSE TAR A H A
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