
 

 

Summary of the meeting of the SETAC EARAG held in Basel, on May 12th at 16:00 h. 

1) Workshops at SETAC meetings about the activities of the AG 

The idea of these workshops was proposed during the EARAG meeting in Nashville, in 

November 2013, and the first workshop will take place in Vancouver in November 2014. In 

Europe, the idea is also to prepare a half-day workshop for Barcelona in May 2015. At any 

time, but latest after having defined the program for the Vancouver workshop, we should start 

providing ideas on how we want to focus the European workshop.  

2) Paper on Ecological Risk Assessment for Reptiles and Amphibians 

Mark Johnson has leaded the development of a draft on Ecological Risk Assessment for 

Reptiles and Amphibians. The draft was distributed among the EARAG members who 

requested it, and the author has asked for volunteers willing to collaborate in this project to 

contact him (mark.s.johnson.civ@mail.mil). 

3) Links with other AG 

So far we have stable links with two AG within SETAC. With the Risk Assessment group, a 

linking group composed by Chris Salice, Catherine Aubee and Manuel Ortiz was established last 

year. At this stage, this group involves the current chair, vice-chair and another member of the 

Steering Committee of the EARAG. It would be good to involve other people to distribute tasks 

within the EARAG. Volunteers are welcome. 

4) Document from the EARAG on the use of fish as surrogates of amphibians in ERA 
 
This document was intended to be an opinion/recommendation piece from the EARAG. The 
latest draft, including an outline as well as points made by the steering committee or other 
relevant EARAG collaborators (i.e. session chairs), was distributed among EARAG members for 
review and discussion. 
 
Different opinions from the attendants are compiled and summarized here: 
 
-The current relevance of amphibians within RA is different when dealing with aquatic (much 
more published research, reviews on acute and chronic toxicity comparing with fish, absence 
of specific mentions in legislation – although mentioned in the EFSA (2013) Guidance 
Document on tiered risk assessment for edge-of-field surface waters) and terrestrial (little 
information available, general acknowledgment of differences in exposure to environmental 
chemicals regarding other vertebrates, specific mention in the EU legislation on Plant 
Protection Products) the document should be a broader piece including two sections: aquatic 
and terrestrial. 
 
-Within each part, questions concerning exposure and hazards should be clearly defined and 
separated. . For example, in the aquatic environment, while some published literature point 
that fish sensitivity is sufficiently covering the sensitivity of aquatic amphibian life stages, the 
main uncertainty relates to whether fish-based exposure scenarios are relevant to shallow 
habitats where many amphibian species breed. We clearly need to differentiate between 
hazard (i.e. the intrinsic sensitivity) and risk (where exposure comes into play). 
 



 

 

-Any conclusion regarding the inclusion of amphibians (and maybe reptiles if we consider 
extending this document to the terrestrial environment) must consider the demands of 
limiting and/or reducing toxicity testing with vertebrates.  
 
-An important part of the uncertainties could be resolved without the need of additional 
testing by focusing on high-tier approaches, and specifically on field surveys to monitor the 
impact of environmental chemicals on herps. 
 
-We also discussed that the document contains many points that are not specific to the 
assessment of herpetofauna and it might be useful to pull these out so the document is more 
focused.  
 
We agree to provide comments on the draft manuscript before the end of June. Then we can 
elaborate a new version and review again before the next EARAG meeting in Vancouver in 
November 2014. 
 

5) Standard and focal species for amphibians and reptiles  
 
Related to the last point of the previous section, the identification of focal species would be an 
interesting tool for prospective risk assessment and perhaps for on-site identification of 
environmental risks of chemicals on herps. We should review the definition of focal species 
and consider some potential candidates among native species representing the biological and 
ecological diversity of herpetofauna native to each biogeographical region. 
 
With regards to standard test species, there is an opinion on the appropriateness of Xenopus 
laevis. It must be taken into account that standard test species selection has more to do with 
sensitivity and ease of handling in the laboratory than with representativeness (which is 
covered by focal species), an example for this is the use of the rainbow trout as the standard 
test species for fish acute toxicity, regardless of the scenario. Using the same data that have 
been used in reviews comparing fish vs amphibians, it should be confirmed whether Xenopus 
laevis is actually among the most sensitive amphibian species. Other opinions point toward the 
limited convenience of having a standard species whose life cycle does not represent European 
native species. Even applying the high sensitivity condition, Xenopus laevis could be a standard 
species for aquatic toxicity testing (if confirmed by comparison with sensitivity data from other 
amphibians) but another standard species would be necessary for terrestrial environment.  
Therefore it could be argued that a single species used for testing in both aquatic and 
terrestrial environments, and if necessary, for linking effects on both types of habitats.  
 
Other reasons why Xenopus laevis is commonly used in standard testing include easiness for 
culturing and maintaining in captivity, lack of seasonality and availability from commercial 
suppliers. The former reason is also met for many native species (if restricted to aquatic 
environment), whereas the latter seems a commercial problem that would probably be solved 
as soon as there is demand for buying native species. Seasonality is indeed a difficulty, 
although captive breeding by authorized breeders would reduce the problem, as the temporal 
window of availability of animals would probably be widened.  
 


