
 
 

N00102.AR.001836
NSY PORTSMOUTH

5090.3a
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

LETTER AND COMMENTS FROM STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE FISH AND GAME
DEPARTMENT REGION III REGARDING MEDIA PROTECTION STANDARDS FOR
OFFSHORE MEDIA BASED ON HUMAN HEALTH RISKS NSY PORTSMOUTH ME

8/7/1995
STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE FISH AND GAME DEPARTMENT REGION III



, , 

A~GJ91G,.~11 ;,;:? P~/~PM NORTHDIV E;NVIR9NMENT 

jamul. DiStcf • .\1ln 

~ccuuve Director 

State o(Ne~HampshUe 
Fis~and Gam,~ Depa~ent 
'Region3 ' 

225 Mala Sucet, Dl,lrhain, NH 03F24~732 
(603) 868-1095 

James M. Conroy, PE 
Lt. CEC,USN 
NORTHNAVFACENGCOM ' 
101 Industrial HwyMSC 82 
Lester, PA .19113-2090 

P.2/3 
r .~.L 

H~adquartcr5 
2 Haun DriY~ 

'Concord. NU 03;301 

TOO Access: RelayNH '-600·735-29'64 
Fish and Gems Headqucriors:'(603) 271-3421 

JI.\1gust 7 ~ ,1995 ' 

'I'hfi) following are oJ,lr comments. on Chapter 2: Med1a Prot.ection 
Standards for'Off-Shore Media Based on Human, Health Risks. 

It is Of conce:J;:'nthat the general metl\odBused to develop" 
Burfacewater MPS (p.2-6) are fresh water references. Does this 
mean ./there are no d),fferences in. the \I .," • processes that determine 
the movement of chelilicals Detween cHfferen,t enVirOl'Ul\ental 
compartments (eg. surface water and biota) ••• II for frel5h ve7:SUS 
salt water?rSlncewater transfer across living me~rane 1s ~n part 
dependent upon the molality of, solute~within the aqueous phases 
should we not expect different osmotic rates in general l?etw~en 
fresh and marine waters? Are the octanol-water partition 
coeffic;:ients correctec1 tor marine waters? . 

On p. 2-7 there is a statement. from the USEPA - Great.. Lakes 
ref.rence that speaks on the determination of bioaccumulation 
,fact~.or~ • It says : II ••• few BAFs have been measured accurat(1l y and 
their application' to s1 tes other than thElspecific ecosystem where 

. they were developed is problematic and subj ect '. to uncertainty. II 
Clearl~ no slte-s,pecific BAFs 4'~e available for PSNY • All this 
'argues for the development of site-specific measur,ed accumulation 
fact6rf' and/or concentration factors . 

Throughout the, report PCBs are unspecified. as t~ thei,r 
particu:lar arochlor.. Whereas arochlors· vary as to their t'oxici ty 
and carcinogenicity shouldn't the PC~s,'be furtherident1fied .5 to 
their degree of chlorination (1e. specifiEld as to d,iscrete 
ardhlors?) Once done shouldn't the entire exercise of developing 
contaminant. specific MFS'be directed at ind1.vidual arochlors, not 
l~p~d a5PCBs~ J 

The sectIon 2.3.2.4 uns;ertainties seems to add furthe.c doubt 
. Alii to the application of referenced fresh, water. methods to', marj.ne 
'waters .•. On p.2-25 it mentions unk~own methods by ''''hich c,'ctanol
water r~rtitlon coeffic!ents were generated. We share ~he author~ 
unce;-t~'lnty. ~ . . , /11\,4ict ..... . 
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Would it be poss!bieto get either the draft~r5 of this report 
or someQne from EPA revise theconclus1oJls to fully present their.· 
findings? . 

. If you have any questions, plealie g:i.ve me a call • 

. sttl~ 
3m;:;. Nelson 
Chief of Marine Division 
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