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Which approach is most useful for your needs?  
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Participants, Methods

• 11 labs participating in ring test; 1 coordinating lab (UU)
• 14 passive sampling formats 
• 3 different sediments 
• 25 target compounds 

Target Analytes

• 13 PAHs (3-6 rings) and 12 PCBs (tri- to heptachlorinated)
• Range in hydrophobicity, partitioning behavior, freely dissolved concs

Test Sediments

1. Spiked sediment (SP): high concentrations spiked, 
low background, sandy

2. Field contaminated sediment (Dutch; Biesbosch area; BB): 
homogeneous, low concentrations PAHs and PCBs

3. Field contaminated sediment composite (FD): 
- sandy sediment, low-high PCB levels (no PAHs)
- clayey sediment, moderate PAH levels (no PCBs); NAPLs (diesel) present



• Goals:  1. detectability 2. minimize depletion 3. practicality
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