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NAVAi_ FACill>JE~ ENGINlh~RING COMMAND 

1\1,INDUSTHIAL'f'iIGHWAV 

MAIL STOP, "82 

LESTER, PA 19113·2090 IN RE~L V REFER TO 

.... 509~O. 

Ms. Meghan Cassidy . 
U.S. Environmental .Protection Agens¥. Region I 
JFK Federal Building, HA,N-Cl\N 1· 
Boston, MA 02203-2211 

Ms. Nancy Beardsley 
Maine Department of Environmental Protection 
State House Station 17 
Augusta, ME 04333-0017 

Cqd~ 1823/JMC 

1 I 

SUbj: OFFSHORE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSME~NT, POF.'J.'~dM()U·I'H NAVAl~ 
SHIPYARD, KITTERY, ME 

Dear Ms. Cassidy and Ms. Beardsley: 

From the beginning, the Uni versi ty of New Hampshire (UNH) has been 
a valuable contributor to the offshore investigation and ecological 
risk assessment (ERA). Their knowledge of the Piscataqua River atJ.d 
the Great Bay Estuary has made their contributions as part of th~ 
team of investigators led by Navy Command, Control and Oceal'l 
Surveillance Center (NCCOSC) invaluable. Since completion of field 
work and feeder reports prepared by various UNH and other 
investigators, finalizing the ERA report has been primarily the 
responsibility of NCCOSC. .To ensure UNH's expertise and 
involvement is continued through finalization of the ERA we have 
extended their involvement in the review process. See enclosure 
(1) for comments received from UNH on the ERA report. UNH is also 
involved in developing the offshore monitoring workplan and its 
implementation in an effort to maintain their expertise in thA 
offshore work. 

Enclosure (2) contains comments received from New Hampshire Fish 
and Game that had been faxed earlier. If you have any questions, 
please call me at (610) 595-0567 extension 117. 

Sin.cerely, 

~V;~y, PE 
LT, CEC, USN 
Remedial Project Manager 
By direction of the 
Commanding Officer 

lauren.stanko
Text Box



Encl: ( 1 ) Un i vers it y o~ New Ham,pshire .fax 0 f October 16, 199'5 
(2) New Hampshire Fish and Game ltr of August 17, 1995 

Copy to: w/encl: 
NOAA (K. Finkelstein) 
EPA (p~Tyler) 
USFWS (K. Munney) 

. I", 

Maine Department of Marine Resources (D. Card) 
New Hampshire Fish and Game (J. Nelson) 
PNS (Code 121.10, F . Endyke, ~' 
Brown and Root Environmental (M. Perry, wio) , 
UNH (F. Short w/o) , " 
NCCOSC (E. Johnston, w/o) 
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~o: Lt. Jim qonr,o:y; , 

~OM: 

N ortber;n Dl vts'on 
, .. j /f" :' 1 '.j' ';, 

Dr, ,Iiff4ef.1e~, T.,,, ~hOrt" 
. .. JE;L/UNlI 

:nATE:, 16 October 1995 
'J " ' 
! 

RE: Dra~t ERA Review 

, Ql~I,U.~, t}lisBRA fepre~n~ a 4ug~ effort ;,ui,Jipeee,ssitates ~he ofganizin.g;~4 ~yn~l';~(d;zing of a 
;treme:'\dous v, 'fume of data. Additionally, the work was done under a considerable tim~ c~"llstraint. Ullder 
~the. cil .~ J.QlSti~iC~S, ~9b J~hn~tollw~ abl~.tol gatfl,.; .app pre!Sent;t!le ~fforts of ~y\ scientJ:E~, and his work 
~s appreciated. However, t.herearC1.s~U~ SOme,rep) P(OR\Y~.WjtAt~~ doeu)llen,t,that mu,st be cO(fected before 
~e,final verSion CO,:tneS 9'9t, I kP.pw th~t,1!tis,will OJlly,~ddto.~o~;$.~P,t:kload, but qev~rtb,eless these ' 
!changes are important for the overall accuracy and '.'r~9ibility Qfthe;fjnal E;cological.:Rtsk: AS;;i,essmellt fqr tpe 
~I?orwmoutll NA;Val.~h~py~!i: l.appr~iated the.oppl.)rtunity to!"e,vi.ew the dQcument again ,anllis s~ge, 
;wthough I; tQ~I, .w,{lS\wo:rkiug un4:e! ,a,.time 'f~nstra,i)l,t and mY ~ppuneI.lts ~e:pot preSented hl;;.n~uscript ., 
;fo:rm .. ,.1 w~ll h"H1PYt,0 discqss·m:M,forrunents and th()se of,mY cQlleaguesat lJNH/J~L ,,"ktliYOU flnd lBob, 
., ,,- . 
:Johnston. D I I )avid Burdick's comments follow mine; unlike myself, he made comments I '.1 the 
banuscript ('. Cilment, and his marked-up copy is being forwarded to you. 

peneral COl l'nents , ,., , " ;-, 
~ The ~ aft ERA often gives COC levels elsewhere in the estuary first. drawing the .~ 1(:US away from 
~e S1:' j )yard, Or when presenting Shipyard leveb saves the wo~t news, fQr the end of th·.:, -,aragraph. often 
U>receu.d by "additionally" or some other prefix tb, I downplays the results. 
~ This repoJ;!:is, always PQin~ng in anotherdheptJon he~ip~s t,he Shipyard, tQJth~ <;!.ei C" e that it loses 
!cred.ibility. qearly:ther~ ~e o~er PQte,ntia1.s.Qu~ces,of contan1,in~ti9n in" tJ,tc( estUaQ'.but,tl:,tt .>urpqse of the 
iERA is to ideIl;tif}'.lI?Q~ep.li~l~ollr~es frOD;l \he, 84jpyard. ,:' " 1 

The I Tt..ft ERA does not acknowledge that although we are talking about past practices, there may 
fue ongQip.gc;:p.l;i.~tninatiq;q.,oft\le,eswfIIY f~p:).S,h,~piYard s~urces., 

",~~t~il,l~nt.~ that "no ~cplogi~al,da,rIUtge" WC\'i f9UJ;u," in re,iat,iQn to SWMI,.J".s ar~ inacppropp,ate s,ince nQt 
[specific surv. f .)f ecological damage was made. 
~ Th.~, (;:,c;:ulll~nt dpesngl pr~~~nra. balance4 view of alH4e dat,a a,ya,tlable from our $t lq.ie~i 

!wene,ta.HY, th:~ l~ra(tJ~:RA t:ate~ aneg~ti~e atti~ude'to.wqrd dalfl.tll~t~,nds;to implica,te t4e Sl..L.>yardi;q. tp.~ 
. ~ontr.hutionf "coes t~JheestuatY.and.ofte~.lhatdu'.a ten4~ to,rec.eire a very bpefdesQ9Rt1 ),.1. 

The h\sk Characterization is not clearly p.-esented. It is difficult to understand how ~sk was 
~et~)T, I, ned, a,t.;,t ~() ,get a.xeill ,feeling [or,$e levels 'oi ,ecological risKdn volved. Pi~gI:.3-PlS sho, .... ing, the Risk 
:Cbarav.erization methods should be included and the .::t.ct-q@l)mplementation of this i>roc~ss,l<t,id Qut in the text 



In the concluding; sections of the report, far too much emphasis is put on Phase I data; Phage II data 
;is not adequately included. The extensive quotations from the Phase I re~6rt'are"rlo(appropri~lte or 

~ufficient. . . .. 
- Thert: is an erosion of information through repeated presentati'dh, ~tten iti"'~u'cha",:uy 'that 
fpossibiiities become certainties as the-text progresb.(~s Fodnstance, the causes oftliea.1fseffcJ'of eelgrass in 
iClark Cove are stated to be "unknown" at the begirming of the volume, but by Sections 7 and 8, the lack of 
;eelgrass is being attributed to physical disturbance, In fact, we do not know wny there' is D(; eelgrass in 
~lark Cove. 

The choice of avian receptors should be changed. 
DDT shonld be considered as a Contaminant of Concern. 
Seep" are :iislniss'ed·aS sources bf COCs w'the estualy without~foundation and are ]:("It included in 

:the Risk <Calculation'. " .,' 'F, ", ,", 

, Ref\~.' :!nce'to!~highestlevels'\'!ihS~ad of to 1~it1)~rnS ofhighl~vels is made througheYt the text.' This 
;practice is nlisleadihg ahd can :t:csult'in diiHnissal of liigh'le'veIsaround the Shipyard:' ,'" ,,' 

, There ate' many spelltng, language; ahd'gramiriar ~rrdrs, especially agreement of subject and verb', 
:throughout; llseiof many acronymS witht>ut defibition. '" 
, Theiw:ay'the report is currently written, iNak.es·a great deal of effort and1detectlvec work to'figurei 6ut 
"what isbeing'said. "There is no summary 'that:: is easity-:adcessible da 'read[ablethat'aetail@;Uibfindihgs bfl 1;, 

~.ecolO'gieal risk'and thh'e,Uuion ,of that risk to'the S l'ripyard'lh' terms o[-:ptoximitydr pattetn~( of distri butibn, 
, . 

• ' J :,'.; ,: \' :,~ !...,.' 

'1,-

!Specific conunents on the Navy ERA: 
~1-1 Section :,. ~ Line 4 remove "ecological"; the stJ,~ssor is not ecological in nature 

~1':i St'('tion 1:.1 line'!) "area" 'should read ~'areas" ·f: 

~1-1 Section 1 2 line 8i"~tressor exposure l~vds" shduldireao"levels M'exposure to sttessdrs~' 
~.iI ,. line 9 "feleas'e ofReycontami:nahtsiof concern" srrouldfead"feleaskofcontamin;b,tsh

, Atthis 

point, no contaminants, let along "key" contaminants,lh:ad' been· identified'1as 'being'df CbnCern' 
: ',' \ll " 1. "\.y-",\ h ~- , .~', 

~1-1 Section .1.2 3rd paragraph line 3 "identify key &jnuuminatits'i~sh(jiHd"teaa: 'iidentify 'cbn.'taminants6f 
;concern" The purpose of tlle study was'to find .all c:mitaniiilants,hotto o'etermlne ','key" cO'btaririnants 

. tl f , 

;1-2 Include'ljDl~ in the- list of-contaminants ofconcein 'at tli:e top of pa'ge 'l~~: What is needed 'is! a map of 
pDTlevels'aIound the Shipyard and P6ftSni6uthl-hrb'Ot (see Fig. 4L;lfpage4-25) ano'a cIC;it statementthat 
~DDT has notbcen assoCiated with SWMUs'ahd'isnot a problemorigitiating frorn S€aveyIslaridV ' ' .;.' 

t~. ",.'1 ~ ~~. ~ .,.,; ,"." , 
~1-2; Section 1 .3 Remove '~zinc" and 'friickeI" and reft"( to zn' and, Ni 'and do,the s'ame'[oLPA Hs; PCBs, and. 
DDT, i.e.;hanie fullyat'flt'st'mentiori, and then ust illitials."· " " ,;,:, . > 



:1-2 Se'ction 1.3 First paHigraph .. the island" should be "Seavey Island"" and '''DRMO'' should be spelled out, 
~ince tbeeieare first rrt,erltiotl:s ", , . 
; . 
11-2 Se~tion 1.3 "Sediments were identified as proximal sources of ... .. should read "Sediments were 
Ydentifi,edas a site b!cbntaminantacilumulation prcr,,'iding secondary exposure to estutlrine biotatJ· ; 

~1-2 Section 1.3 Paragraph Line 3 replace "indigenous blue mussels" with "indigenous blue mussels and 

;eelgrass" 

~1-2 Sechon 1..3 Sec~nd paragraph Line 6 "potential bio:.ccumulation ofPAHs ~. should read 

~"bioaccumula\.ion ofPAHs" Did lobster and flounder bioaccumulate PAHs? , 

!1-zlSectio'n 1.3 Paragraph 2'Hne 9''''produce the types" should be '~produce some of the typ~s" . 0nly some 

iof die eCdlo gl¢a1 effects' wer~ sllown' in 'tHe Pb experiments 
!.' . 

, <Y ~ 

;1-2 Section 1.3 Second parasraph Last sentence This is not a true statement. Water-borne exposure is 

~mpottant bitt so is sediIitent ~xp6sure,which is p~o-""abf.Y· the cause of tHe' anomalies in· benthic 'community 
~tructure in CHi'rk Cove, f~r instaribe. Leave this se.ltence ouf':'·;'everythin'S iil'theestuary is wafer-borne or 
~ir:eci sedi-irtetlt expo~uie, and 'the sentence just 'doesli't say anything important. 

~1-2 ·S~cti6nf.3 After'~a'ra'8raph 3", 'add a new paragraph which-discusses. the othercontaniinants of concern 
~esides Pb. 1 suggest: 

.' f"', 
:,- '.. 

"Although Pb as a major contaminant of (;f.lnCem was directly linked in the ERA to Shipyard 
~ources,otheI .::onta'minants of concern were identiiiedinthe'estuaty'near the Shipyard, have potential ' 

~ources on the Shipy~rd, aad'cbnst1iute potential ri~kto estu'arihe·biota and ecosystems. Thl: exposure of 
iestuarine biological receptors to other divalent met '.:.S induding Hg, Cu, Zn, and Ni is likel<y similar to Pb 
;and related 'to the varying coricelitratioti~ of th'ese m\'tah, in sediments :aridother sources a(ot:.uq. the 

~Shipyard. These and other contaminants of concel'll (Cr, Ag, As, Cd, as well as PAHs, PCBs, and DDT) 
~were found ih elevated concentrations from biota Se ."llpled near the Shipyard and may contribute to the 
;ecological stre3fi observed in the vicinity of the Shi}·,yard...·,·-· , 

11-3 Section 1.3 Last paragraph line 1 "indicates heavy metals released" should read:~indlcates heavy metals, 
;and perhaps org'inic contaminants" 

~ 'Lin\'! 3 "catastr6phic eXJ1dsute and effects, and the'·rapidi
• shotdd·tead'·;·ca:t~sttopb~c exposure ·and 

~ffects. the lar ~! volume of c1ear-watei tidalflusninr'l" th~ lower'estuaty. and·the rapid" . 
! Li~c 5 "low-level chronic exposure" sl:-.,.\:.~d be "chronic exposure" You have not defended Pb 

~r other levels as being "low" iil the docuine~t . ':" . "' 
, 



~. • r 

~-5 Section 2.3 :P,arag"taph 3 Description of S~cti,q~ 4.9 sh9ll,ld be a separate paragf~ph. Thi,s ~ection i,s a 
?nain thrust of the entire study and deserves its own paragraph. The last sentenc~ .. sh9y~d read,"T",}ten , 
~together with Section 3.0, Section 4.0 ..... 

;. ;, .,'. 

~Figure 2-1 has poor labels. Hard ,to distinguish what is being label.ed",particul,~rly S~"Pr~Y Island an~ 
~Spruce Creek. Should include Pierces Island. '. 
, 
E 

'. t 

~Figure 2-4 is unreadable 

" ... ,", 

, 
;3-2 Section 3.:?-.1 Paragraph: Z '1:';he nature ,of the ~azr.irdous mateJials, .. •• , should re,ad ~'Th !,h~zaqi,~u~ 
:materials ... ", 

f3-3 Section:3.2.1.Paragraph 1 Line 4 from the. bottom liere, you have converted from c~b,-,q yard,s (in the .' .' ... ~ 
trable) to cubic meters in the text. Test should read;::le~.s than" (or the rejil,l number) sinpea cub~c meter is 
• ," ~'" - ,,', ,., .; , . '. ~ ~ • , • .~ 'h-l c 

parger that a'!',\lic yard. Is the JILF is still a recreatlnnal area? 

" ' J r; i 

p-3 Sect1~n,·~,2.;1.1.Paragraph,2 .J;,.iqe 1,/~~e.!!andflltw~uld serve" ~h~uld l?e ,"lapd(1I,1 mi~ht servJe~' , 
,Li~"c~ 4 "apd'would;pr~yenf:, sl;Lquld,be "atl.d could prevent" Th~ use ~f""",ould", aere is a ves:y , 

?dd const 1.lct: )Q and implies a kiJldofcertjiliqty2th .. ~ we don:t really haye: All the ~;"Y~"lq::'~~.ate~~~ts'i~ ibis 
Y,aragraph net u rewriting. Since at least some seeps are lower salinity than the estuary, some fresh water is 
~oving,throu~h,theJILF, cr~atinga cont~mi,nallt t:.4Inliip,ort pathway. ,The text sl,l,Ould reflect the,se,fac1:$, 
.: -' , - , , .... , 

~-4 Line 1 '~seepage samples" should be called "secp s;J.mples" throughout the study. 

.. " ~ " , 

p-4 Line6'Levels'above trace levels:of inorganic c',;,'nta~nallts have b~,ep. foun,d,in, tl:le seep ;3amples."See 
;CuUep. an~ Arimoto ','Tr,ace ley,c;l inorganic.analysisofmarine and e~tuari.ne sa~pJes". 

j , " : . ~ 

i3-4 First futi p:t agraph Last line,,;ER~L l:!.as·g,ot yet t ::en defined i.n the; ~R,A document. Defln~ the ,I;R-,L 
ihete. ' ",; 

Missing page 3-5 which contains section 3.2.1.3aJl·j'.:~.2.1A ,"" i.e., SMWUs #5 and 26 · \ 

p-6 Section ~.2.1.5 Wasn't tidal tl\lctu.atiq~ obs( .oycd in the taQ~? 
· 
i3-6 Section 3.2.2 P,jl.f~graph 2 Lin~,7 W~r~ J(Ilicf,o:i);;a.1 c()ntaminants, p1~asure in~~ep' \Water, as.tl:lis implies? 
~f not, remove "seep" ~n4 write. a new sent~nce that :.>"u;/"i~~s seep samPling. '.. , , . 

'1-

~-6 Section 3.2..2 Paragraph 3 "Measurements of i~ upacts on" ~hould be "A,ssessmento( i~R~Ct,s or"" 
;Stressors on : .. were made by meas\lring the abundance of ... " 
; . 



~-7 Section 3,.2.3 Line 4 "were targeted because ... signals")should be "~were targeted because these are also 
~e sites of co~taminant accumulation." 
; ;\'~'i! '" .. [;1i')~'; 1.' • :, < \ . ">'. .'.' . 

~-7 Section 3 .. 2.3 Paragraph 2 Line 3 "one upstream and one downstream" should read "'one adjacent to 
ipierc'e Isl~na:i:l.nd dne:iii a side cl:failn~l of'Little,Harbbt"\A'lso; until pow you have.called·it '~Piet:ces'Islanp" 
:W1-"t. ::a'n' "II'S'" t • ~ ,'~' ·c. ;;;,. "o;d 1~. " ·.\,·r >' j~,.'. l'~ J'~ I • .. LU I ~. : .', -', ,,",-,," 

~ 

3-7 Paragraph ~ Last sentence add "or both" to the end ",fthe seJ;!,tende' . , ,;', .... : 

~ . ' 

~-7SectiOJi 3"~-(~'3Third pa-ragraph 'Line 8'~·'with stations visited' by" ·shoJlld be ~~with some, stations from" .' 

~1 Title "Selection" should be changed to "Determination" or "'Identification" Selection sounds arbitrary. 

l4-1 Section 4 .. 1.1 Paragraph 2 Last sentence Delete "pertinent". What would it mean here? ''" sounds, as if ' 
~ere was a screen for pertinence. 

, "I, 

" .,;; 

!4-2 Section4.12.1 Second paragraph It is incorre(1 to refer.to the Riscataqua· Riv,er and. upper ~stuary 
!stations asl'~re ('rence stations:' Stations in the York River were the reference stations. 
r 

t 

~4 Section 4.1.2.1 Is the Hg data based (in Fig. 4-:) 'In Phase 1 data only? The detectio'l limit resolution 
~pr()blem:~houldr'liave'cbeenJcleated~upfin Phase 2 aL..d.fJieni.Fhas~·2:' data' should be,used;bere)u,stead,;, $e;e 
:Short ahdyitoveii199.s:"CQrisrder'tH~ ihcorr~otn~~s Q{usin;~ only:Phase:I dala fOr eDGs:.·,,; ..... 
, 
, . 
'4-4 Sectiorl'4:L2!2~il;;.ine'"3 'Ex',lain:~!H~~\'a'Ch)nYli~';' ' ~, /';'.,,' i:;~".'\ ii"t,;\ "i." ,1L.~',:.; , ,,( 

, Line 4 Do not put references in parenth,~.:;ef' when used as part of the sentence (same problem 
~roughout) ."> i' ~ ""/"",',' ,t·, ,.;,.., ;." i ,J 

r-5,,:~~~on 4:',i:,.1!~iUIid'~~;A:,teas"of ~0nc~m',,~e:"J ~m~ieaIs,la~~n:li$tidg;,~~O:ld be( "laJIlaic~ ,*oY;.e ":.' ." 

:+5' "'Plie' heat.hb'g';"~Sedimt!rit Expos11re',l;sho111d,be aiheapS\ with,a space ;be'lo~ it;:to''pJ,lt it"attile s.~~e ~e,y~L 
!asWATERC®t;'t!JMN"·sdru:.ENING·10E~E.tiS' "f.'d.' .. ' ':1,; :,t:)~>'" " , '.';'[ 

Palagraph 2 line 2 "organic data" sho1:,l,i be . organic contaminants" Organic data for sediments 
~dris '§ometh?ri;g'(lt)mpletelydtffe:iei:it~/,'l ,', '.". '<', .', ." :,;' .',' ", ,:", 

- (, ';,' l::.inc'4' Spel1·ollf"WaSl:i'ibgtdn~! .f ;.t >: :",., i,'d .)",., "'" i~, ,-.. :0;;; 

': -., ",.t 

f.' .. f. -:.:~ 

1+5' Pai'agr'ap~ hea(leo'''Metals'' . B'egih 'with Sea\-!ey r~la fl'd,iJ1fotmation{thcn goon to reference ~tations '. 
i .~ : '~I ~ 'f ' i~ "": ,.~,!'" " ., ., 



· ~5 Last paragraph line 2 WA-CL not previously deiined 
= ';, '< 

A-5 Last paragraph Line???? The correct microgram symbol should be used here and throughout 

f4-s" through 4-,6 My response totJ:le,Hg detection pro:blemistha~the ina4e,ql\a~~ anillyti,cal me,~9.d,qreatcts a 
~ata gap which cannot be resolved without further study, unless there is sufficient Phase 2 data to ~ddr~s,~ 

~e issue. If the data collected cannot resolve the issue, then this needs to be clearly' stated as an area 
~eeding work Should be included in data gap tabh', ". ;) " ,j' ;" "...~ , 

1+5 T~p of.pa~e, Give the station numbers for Are .. ;;. "f Concern and RefereIlce ,Are~s.! ~"Reft'reJ;lCl~ Area.s~'> 
~hould be labeled ""Non-Shipyard Stations:' as non\.' of those listed are true reference areas. 

~5 Paragraph headed "Metals." line 2 Do not refer to Piscataqua River stations or Spruce Creek stations as 
~·reference.areas'" " i"' 

.~ -

;4-6 Paragraph headed "Organic Compounds." line 1 F~gure 4-5 is not the screen for orgamc compounds -
;maybe Figure 4-3? 

'Line4 Reference sta~ons are illiFigure"'i-4, not 4-;6,. " 

r-6 First para~raph under "Organic Compounds." ',1st line Need a figure on pesticide concentrations. 
~; -'-~;.'~~~. -.,~. ,'" 

, > <' n.' 

;4-6' Secondpa:ragrapli under "Organic:Compoudds. ",., .~c;ld ~" ... , near the,SbipY~rd.'~,to, the end o(lhe.,fi~st 
:sentence in the paragt~}$p.., .A~ th~ e~d ofth,e paril,gl:'i~ph, add "llea~\tA~!!" Ow Oocits/' tothela~t, sen~ence .. ,. - , ,-~'"', , "... ,,' . . . 
E 

;4-7 Line 1 and Line 3 A gain, incorrect to refer to Piscataq~.a Ri.ve'r:!itation,s a,1.?, '~efer~ncestations" . 

i+ 7 First full pr.1graph Line 2 Again, incorrect to use "reference station" 

~ 7 First fuU'f'aragtaph It would be.Jar better to,st~lqJ:.'d paragraph".vjtll. the'folloV{j~g sent ( '.lCe:, ~~es,tic.ide 

!ER-M levels were exceeded for DDT in samples f~ ').:71 numerous stations around Seavey Island, but Ilone of 

~e stationsaway'fi'om Seavey 'Island (Appendix 111 . .0):'" Your.senten9~,gives the ilIlpressionth,a\ Sea,y~y 
;Island has the same levels as elsewhere in the estu.\ry, which, iSJ~iIIlP~Y not b,a~kedl;>y thec9.at:~. ('~' ": , ,',' 
- \ 

,~ r ." /<1£,. \-i ~!' <; " 1 " f _,.,~ '.. ~ 

A-7 First full paragraph Obfus¢ation to state "at leat", or I; pesticide comp~11~4':~as eleya!c;~;,~bOYe~R-~ 
~evels" when there are ~pesticides (ACHLOR, DDT and DDr:PJa~p ma~y in~t~nc,~~ iU.l~pp~.ndix III.D.2 
~ofvalues exceeding the ER-M at stations around th\~ Shipyard -- and none away from the Sh1pyard. The 
~entence should read, "The pesticides ACHLOR, D':')T, DDD, and DDE exceeded ER-L toxicity thresholds 

~at almost atl'of the stations near the S~ipyard., 'Addi~ourl1% $~ .oJ),I~ iq,!?tance.~,9f;t!>:~s~ P,~st,i5:ige q~rnP~1,1nds 
1(ACHLOR DDT, and DOD) exceeding ER-M lev~'ls, mosdy In sediment core samples, wele from stations , 
, 
, 



;around Seavey Island." 

~* Screen fo~ p,esticides using pore water toxicity units does not seem to be '~e~sitive or useful screen 
;a1~OU8h thi~ :c'an"t be detennine~ from Appe~dix III D.4, si~c~tbe toxic.iD' levcrls are :!lot given. 
~' " > ' -,' 

:4-7 Last paragraph Line 6 UAn'? should be ? Ag, As? Zn? 
~ 
;: -;~?,~.~' .; ~, 'i, " . I, ; , . , <' ~ , ' ( ,', ~ 

~8 :f:ir~t paragraph Eir~~ of, all, 'Pust be ,91ea,r fr;om ~e s~rt that you are ~nan~ "about seep w.,.~er. 'Sentence 
~ should read, ''Two se~p s,Cl,mplin,g stations (~,2 and '1.9,08).:." ' ,1" " ,.: 

Th~ s~~tence 7li~es from the botto~ of the first paragr~ph mixes"Phasel (S2 and §3)'results 
~ith Phase II (i001 throu$h 1008) results, and the flitccing problem '()~ly app1i~~'to S2a~d $3 sa'mples. 

trhe 1001 throJgh 1908 sampl,es ~,e~t; col!~9,eq, thr\.1'lgh a fi,ltra1jon sy~em (b~t not ~ 0.4}11 filter) and these 
!results were confirmed by the subsequent seep saI~pling of Cullen and Arimoto (1995). ' 

~ . Tb~ fin~l senteI).ce of the p~ragraph,sho,l.':~d b~ part ~f p~Hgraph 2, since it is talking ~bout w~!.ter 
~olumn,",rather th;ln seeP, c\at~. ' , n," " ' " 

~8 Next to last paragraph and following The stud~ I /orea should be referred to consistently as the Piscataqua 

iand ,Gre~t{l3 ay Estuary. Also, (u!tl;\er,io,to this .sect '')n, yQU ~lk ""pput ~,;Great Bay Estuary stations:' a.s if 
!there were othe!. s~ations. Should say :~~tation~' sampled "for the ERA:" . J, ' , , 

;+9 Must in,d,ude a neWJ?a,ragraph, 9,pewhich q,iscL,s~es!he le,Yc;:ls of contr~~an,ts in mussels froI? a~ound 
~the Shipyard (%. stat,ions exceeq,ipg ~cre,~ning fQr variQ,us c,ontarilinants). ., ' , 
. -~, ~ "'., " ", '" .,'! - > 

'f .', \ ;~, • ' '. f ; I' "', '~. '''!" -:' '. _ .. ' 

14-10 Section 4.1.3 Some of*e SWM'Ys h,ave as :{C!~ undet~mune~ ecologlca~, damage. ~t i? inappropriate' 
~o say "No ecological damage was observed," ~sp~':iaily ~hen th~r~ is a potential path'way to the estuary. In 
~ese cases, ec':>logical damage should be char~ctep~:~d i\S .. unJep,qwo, .... Th.is, sh~ul4 also be :hanged in 
~Appendix V (and the sources of information for Ap~;er)l11x V should be p;es~nted)." : ," , " 
~ 

i+ 1 0" J=ir~t,p~~a ~r.ap'e. .pnJ~ ,detecl13 ,high v~i'll,~,s rFlat,'re t~ h{i~r~~~ Se~ve)l. I:;iand values. What if the' whole 
~sland is elev~ted enough to affect off-shore levels? eg., DDT?" ' , ~ , . ' 
f 1 , 

:4, 10 SeC9p.d paragr.pl1lj~e 5 ~at is U$$$ ~coI9.~i~al.damage"? 

+10 para~~:pl.l4line 2 ':Yard was elevated" sh~ul~ he '"Ya;~fls ~h~vated" since these chemicals e~ist in the 
~resent an,d it is misleading to use the past tense 

; . '.' '. ; ~ ~'if'i> : •. ;;-:). ~ , . 
. 4-10 Paragraph 4 Line 6 After "porous fill at the ~\t~ (McLaren/Hart 1992)."' should add a sentence saying, 
;'Additionally. continuing shoreline erosion is a pot~ ntial migratory pathway of contamination to the 

, , 



!estuaIY." 

" ; 

t. 

Line 7 uNiCd" should b~ Ni, Cd 
~. > :"' .~.~"! 

:+ 11 Paragr~I>h i :t.i~e 'i"'J1LF' snould b~ "·Seavf.:, Isfand" ~inc~ 'S~avey Island has been establisbedas the 
Fackground for comparison, 

\. ~ '. , , 

k-ll,P~riig~~ph 2 The characterization of conditions at SMWU #10 is not consistent with pJ'evious reports 
~ofthis ~ite.' This whol~ paragr'aph ne~as to be iew:itten. Wii~iitise of the 'oanery acid tank;;:wassiop:p~~d,' 
:Udal fluctuatign was noted in the tank, which indic}rd a direct p'ithv,lay ofPb~n:d sulfuric arid to the 
r ,. - , : . " . , ,t- " 't,·, ~ ~ .' " ,~,\" . 

iestu~IY. l:IoW'long th~s went on is unknow~:' , 
:: <' ~, , t ~" . < • ',- • 

[4-f;i'para~f~I.~h 4' Line r"bfANTH"'shotil(fb~' iifthe PAH cchrlpourids (ANtH,~;'.);" 
".'J-

~12 S~'co£d full pa~ag~aph ·'#3" should b'~ ",hY' Additionally, SM'Wu #23iisvetY'c10~e;t6 the pile
~upported pie. (onst.ruction adjacent to DIY Dock #::., and estuarine water surges close to that SMWU 

!location. 
• .~~' •• t.-< 

:4-1~ Th:la'f~'i p~;~i~aph "w~ie backgrouIl:~d~tec~e~ i.bove at" should be "were 'deteot~d'·~t .evels above" 
:backgrouf.d" ,.~ " ,.~,. '. ;" "'-".J" ~" v. 

i4-12 'Fifth'lull para'giaph' Lin:'~ 11dentify PHEN at C'. PYRENE as pARs .. Thifl'llaragraph d,-.es'Jlot make' 

iclear that the s,!!cond burial vault wafhever (ciund ,:':.dfl.at itS conditioii is unknown:' Rewnl:! toinolude 

~these facts. 

?4-13 Fi:rst sect (.n "With a ~hange Qver to CERCL ..... " should read "When the Shipyard wJ.~ designated 
~supeJ~~~f(C]'; iCLA) site 'i'~ 199~,radio~ti~l1des became <:in i.mportant focus. ;,' ',: . { . . '. 
~~ :I~)\ ' • ~ 'fr;. 1tL " .F'\. '';' " :~ ,'," 

:4-13 'S~ctf~fI } 1.3 lteaaing: 'spell ouPC(jnt~~~aJ.:.ts ofConcem 
.'d. ('~ ~I:~ "~; " - .f 

" 

~Section "!' 1.3 : :write first sentence. As it stands, it is 1 • .1clear that COCs were identified b Bed on the 
~~s~l:S ~r;-.ke'i'hi. H~~e you '~ri·dd~ni)h~ti-(jdJ4J',i.t{,: ,.lea df"estharifte risk," lalthbugh y(>t .. iid'oot 'CleaI-ly 
~dentify risk 'f •. ior to this. " ... , J " ,; \ " 

. I question whether a chemical has't.o b "COP~ s'ns! be found'at a SMW to 'be! 1 Contaminant 
;Of Conc~rn. Ii' it's a COP~ and higher in. concentr .. i • .:r near the Shipyard, it should becon,1 a COC, eg., 
;P~sticid:es "", ; .:t "'. ". ,> ,,':'?'?:.:.' ;".:".' .: '. . , Y',' ~., !" "i";" , 

~14 Wrong a~'ian spec;;i~s See conunents for 4-42. 
z ' :~. .;' " ,. ,.~ ,f'(' , ~ '~~."" > , ,~ 

; ~ " 

" 



4-1 C5 SectionA-;-2-;-2-bine-C5~eontamillallts-may-ha-ve-entered~hould-be~eontarninants-may-entet"~ .. ~.'-· -----
ilater in the same sentence •• ... or may have been released ... ·~shoul~ Q~ ··.,;.,9r may be rel~ased .. .'; ; 

.' ~.\ , 
,C' 

;+16 Paragraph starting "The geochemical behavior ..... Eighth line from the bottom: "particular-bound" 
1should'be \:.parcicJe-bound·'~ or "partioulate-bound" , , , 
, e'" Must include this i~e,a: ' '~BiQturbatjon ~y"bring buried co~tarru.nantsupac~ to ~e surf~ce'''·,' 

f4-1'rSectton 4.3.1.1 :lineA "tertatogenic" should be "teratogenic" , 

:4-21 DDT sl1~uld be included in the Ecological Efr",cts Associated with COCs 

+23 Section 4.4 Conceptual Model This section is often written in the past tense in such a \-vay that all 
fransport on c~ntaminants seems to hav:e;happened:~llthe past. Rewrite so that "weJe dispt'f.3e,d" , etc., ~re 
;in the present tense, i.e., •• ... are being dispersed ..... 

, ~. ''l 

~22 Bulleteci !Section What does the second bulleted phrase mean? Must be made clearer 

;+22 La .. t set .f nce of paragraph beginning "Direct measurement ..... If we are reporting 011 the,·· ... nature 
~nd rangr. of t '!ological effects ..... ·thel:Lcontaininant '~otl(;en~ation.jn tis~qe sb.~uld \>e i,nC!luded.as,pa~ of 
~ndpoint ass.!. :3ment (see also Table 4-4, p. 4-49) 
, 

i4-23, Se.cond paragraph Line 2 "Fig. coc2" needs ~orrect figure reference 
~ ,< . <? 

}4-23 Second paragraph "and tide water infiltration: sht· uld ,beac,lded ""fter "~i,a gr~upd~ate,J rO\l~es!" 4!i,,' 

~videnced at JILF and SMWU #10. 

; 

~23 Paragraph 3 Do not say "and to some extent, t,e relative magnitude of transport." The magnitude idea 
iwas rein0Ve'l ,'J ')m the pres'entmodeb ,,; I, 

" ... ,.)~.: ".'> 

4.23 Paragrafh 3 The conceptual model, as sunun;..rized here, says absolutely nothing about the Shipyard, 
~e subje:ot.oI'J.1is entire, study; As I've said before,there/mu~t\beso~e a,ccOl.lJ;ltability ofth~ Shipyard;"oql 
~east the ~ I.)SS~ ,Liity of such, built into this model. A dd in front'Qf\! 1)"; X#) ~e :~Alipya,rd; i~ t.he poteptia,l 
:source 0" met. h (name them), PAHs, PCBs, and DDT that were disposed of in SM'WUs or. Seavey 

~$taind:' ,"J L.\ " '., ' , , , 

~ r ' • -

;4-23 Paragrapll 4 Inconsistent with Figure 4-19, v '~Iich does not show "Clark Cove, and ~" gr~:~ter estua.ry 
~roper." Cannot equate Seavey Island with Clark (.':)'.'f alone. The model depicted in Figure 4-19 
:representstlfe'indVeinent,o'£;Cdlluminants from Seidre:y' I~land,to·the·t~o S1.1,p"\~y,stemliipf tht:, ~st1~ary and the 
{input of other sources to these same.tWo, systems. , , 



~ 4-24 First padl.graph ''':.:removing,thefn fronic·contact with ecological systems:' should be ..... from contact 
;With ecological systems, e"cept where biotutbation moves particles back to the surf:i.ce sediments ... 
~ ".~ ",,',. "~.' '." r,;">"'- /.)" , ~:', .~-r'~ ,{ '.~'.' <-~~" ;{'i'.-'~:!" 

~24 First full paragraph Leave out the sentence that begins "A major source of uncertainty ... 'r Other., 
~our~e~ of'COCs'do'ndt'cr~ate uilcehaiiltY in the modeis, but are rather a'proolem'ofdatainterPretation. 
?= • , 

;'+25 Figure 4-1 The map of metal contaminallts'i:Ol blue mussels from phase II should also be presented, 
~specially si~ce the Hg data from Phase I had a prohlem of high detections limits . 

. ~ , ' - ! ' ~ ,', 

__ --±28 Figure 4-4. "Reference Areas" should be "Non-Shipyard Areas" After "for" add "sediments from" 
.. <: 

4-29, Figure4'-,S Omit "Sediment HQs'~A:fter "for" add '~sedimeQts;from" - , 
< /' 

~30 Figure 4-6. "Reference Areas" should be "N·.)n-Shipyard Areas" After "for" add "sediments from" 
',~ \' J. i~'; . ). 

~31 Figure 4-7. After "for" add "sediments from" 
. ;,,' .1t r' ,. ~ -,~ 

!4-32 'Figtire·'4kS.' 'Hreference "shbuld be '~n~n,"shipyatd" After Xfor"· add, tisediments from" 

§Add new figt'les for hazard quotients for DOTs. 
, \ 

:4-33 Figure 4-9. Both screens identify COPCs for surface water. The bo" for mussel residues should be 
;delefed andtlie arrbv.lndirected"to'tlie ~urface'wak" bo". ,,' , '. ';1" <'." 

~34. Figure 4-10. Add "Based on Phase I and II data." 
,i (' 

~35 Regardi,."1, Figure 4-11, th~re should be a con,·~·~rable figure showing the-distrib:ution, qfa.az~rd, 
;Quotient Scret. u results fOI sediments. 
~ .' L~~" '<'.' , '- \~~:' ','j.' ,~ l <" 'n,Lr;· .,'" "v, 
; t· • 

a=iguie's 4-12.' throu'gh *i8~ Arrows h:idica.tirig"exJ.\~:il1l'- points are not (:onsis~ent'or clear. 
~xposui'e point, 6ruse a:dirf~fent kind 'ofartew,t "),) , 1-. 

:4-36 Figure 4-12. Flounder should not be included -- it's a benthic species generally not considered toJ~~d 
kn the pelagic food chain. And surface water is also a Proximal Source and needs a label and an arrow from 
~xposur~P6intS:' , , . ",' , ,r,- " . t' 

~3 7"'¥igute'll,-13. Aadafrb\Vi:rftotfr~xposurep'oints toprey'species, andsJ,lrface.twater bQ_xe~,,<pro~im~J" 
rources). Add to legend "(see Figure 4-14 for eelgT~ss l;xposutepa.thwaysY , "_' i, " 



; 
.' 

:4-38 'Figure 4-14, 'Io the, t'¥9 ~l~rass Q,o~es, add "~99~" to tlu~ ~op b~~ and ""Leaves" to the bottom box 

~ , , ;- ~-; ,. ~~:;, " < I;"' -L )~, • c ... ~, /. j 

~Figures 4-15 ,and,4-13 'w;b,y,inpl~d~ RUPJ?ia respOnS~ innof,\vs.e~gr~ss,e},poS1.U:e pa,thw~y cliag~a~? 
, 

~41 FigPt:e. 4::-17:; 'Blac:k gij,c!ss dOQ:t, eat, a\gl'e, and eat ~llly e:el~rass ,seeds. " qan~da, ge~s~ wo'plp Qe a 
;better herbivorous waterfowl candidate. Abundance of fucoiq,s"are not ~ me,a~ur~m~nt endpoint', beca,use 
~aterfowl doli't eat them. 
=- I 

~42 Figure ~-18. Most demersal fish do not feed f~om the surface water; r~mov~~<d~~eIsal" from this 

~box .. Cormorants,don:t ,eat;m'Qssol{J1 ,fiit4e~ ln0ye ;trrOWs to Qoroe frQm,;Pelag!~ finfis.4 "o~ replace Co~or~nt 
~with Sea qulls. ,Remove the greyaI'r.OW f;t:oq). ¥eaSUreJtlent ~nd,points to tp.~,pela~ic::tQ;:9~preyarrow, 
~because there ib no measurement endpoint in this case. 

~4-43 Figure 4 19. Put an oval around Seavey Islan<i, l,*,e th.e 0Il,e,ax:pund "'qther soprcres;, .. " At"pres,ent,!. it 
~ooks like it all comes from Clark Cove, which is incorrect. That will allow the arrows to come from all 'of 

~Seavey Island. ~dd;"'PCBs, 'DJi)T'~ to the Stressor list 4Psl~r,.Se~,ve)~ Is.1and andrepl~~~ "M ~tals", V/ith "Cr, 
~i': ,in the, Stressor, list qncl~t~the~ S,ources to igree, wi~ the 1,ext. ,~: ,-, , ' ' 

':. ~ .• ~ ~ , ~ . • I _. ' j +44 Fi;ure 4·20. Drop Fucoids; they are not eatet' by water fowl. Replace black ducks With Canada 
igeese. Repladt;. cormorants with sea gulls. Run an '!,rrow from the sediment t,P muss~I;;J",p',ld label, it 
~"Suspended Sediments" Replace "Benthos" with "'}:.veltebrates"' ' 

;. "!~~~....t.' " C'~, j ~' : ~,_)(I.::. • ••• >,.:~ .... '[ 

j4-45 thro).l.gh 4-49 ~ab1.e ~J. D9 nC;>.t refer tq '~~f '", it!- tl;t~ he~Ai.Bg -., a~aj1}, ~~~e a,~(:. ~Hsfe~~9ce",. .' 
~tations.l~,efefenq~,statiQJI,~ ar~,defi!l~dFon3~ 7;,Z,in Yp{k.{l a~ithe. I;des of S,l;l<:~al~. s'ily:<GB st~~"ons~', etc. 
'; _ < '" ;L __ <, ' .. " 

~State'whether, this is .Ph~s~,I, Of ~ha~~~,I,al),d,n,dat~ .. Un4c;r)~'Q1l:p~ .(po' 4-46) <)~ee ,P; 4-~" s~~uJQ bC;,,"see, 
~. 4-2:: and "see p. 4-~" ,should pe" ",Iji,ee,p" 4-3"' Shoql,d ~~ye1 a key. p~,der NOTES tQ·th,~ 3 grey t~~:~s. 

~,r' '\, ..... 'l', ",.- ... ,"'- -"J;~'_'''' , .;~ " ,,:\t, <':',,~.', 

~47. 'Dahle:4 ~~, '~SuliyaIi Point"' shQuldbe "$plliv:.::n,Poip,!,: J).,dd 01;>1;' 1:1I1.,derA?~llivaILPoit:' t aqq,PfPb~blY 
, • • f - • 

[for Clax:k !DQV~ and,else.w.llere, ,as per PhaseJIlC!~~ .A dd fi'gure sp'Bw"illg,DD'I.' ,CQJ!C,~lllI'a,ti,.ur.s, lit sta4.9,~s ip 
!portsmouthrr, vbor bk~;:Fig'Jlrc;l 4-l"that sh5?w~ POT ~s n~la p~9blemcon~ec:t~4, ~9 the Shipy~rd. 
~ L '. : 

• 1- l _ '-,~" • '. 

+48 Table 4-3 Legend and heading should read "Estuarine Receptors of Concern" Flounder'should b~ 
!under the, Ep~:6enthic ca\e.g<;>J\Y. Rev"isespeci('~pe.r P9.;a,.u\~AYJ:oJ! fi..8ux:e,~ on~~pos;tt~~ p.,,~\l1~¥.~i ee1.~r~ss is a 

~eceptor of, pelagic)· ofw~tercolumn. habitat.. ' .~ , ,\ .i,,,"' ' ";' ", ';, i, ' ',," 

~:- .~-'Ji-", • \ : ,t, ~)i~, "S;}" ~_, " .' Q ,,'-:~ '",h ,.<' 

~4-49 Table 4-4 Remove flounder and,,~I'J.J.1,sselsJro~:l" pe.agic"c .. n~goW· ~19ng, '¥ith QouP4,'t~,~pd n;l,!'i~~~l 
~easure endpoUlts. Put flounder in the epibenthic category. Tab lobster over to measurement endpoints 

;column. Add "tissue concentrations" to "Eelgrass abu~da~~e ,and"mQfP~om~~cs;:·;,~;~,~;!~:"~~.~us~e! .;; 
;abundance and condition" and to "Lobster abundance and condition" and to Spartina spp: 

, 
.; 



4-50 Table'+$ 'COC residues in blue'musse1.'rerilperiture;·Salinity, Nutrie'nt concentration, and Current 
~tructure are NOT "Exposure Measure(s)"' and should not be listed under Surface Water. Geotechnical 
icharacteristics\~arenof ~rsedirllent:e"posure,measure.' Under Biota, ada Lobster arid Sait marsh.~' ; .. 
if. 

trext of ChafJti~r .s'is:ri'nbalanced witH. too milCh lobst~r and 'fl6under. 
:;eelgrass, :li:nd.salt inarsh' frorii·iihe apprbpri~tereport'l. 

Add text and figures'for mussels, .' 

~5-4 First line 200 pounds per day really? 
~ t • ~ ~ ,-' • 

"<',,; ):i '. .~ 

f5~4 Second fUll paragra:ph NexU6Iastse'ntence' Thi's brings 'up a question about'the modet where is the. 
~rest of the' introduced'lead 'remoVed to, if noeio'!sedirtlentationoi"'flus1i:i!1g to the Atlantic Ocean? See Table 
~-2. 'J'> {.' , ". < 

~-4 Lastparagrapli Line 2 ~·Fig. 5~2" snould be "Fli. 5-3" 
~. , ; 

b-6 Top paragraph Models are inherently l'essaccurate because of the difficfiilt1yof fully representing c· . 

~hysical proce'sses over such a large scale with. mathematical constructs,' not>bedluse ·~; .. th(;y are themselves 
!dependenton the field measurements" although thi':1 is a small factor in the model inaccuracy. 

'.~-~ ; ~; . 

• po 

_ Paragraph 1 of this section is not adequa.e. Greatly oversimplifies some very in, ",ortant 
~rocesses' aril:Nl'ishli~ses titRer scenirios;,with'Unfo'tinded', ai'tsumpti(;)ns)such· as'\dt ·ise:xpec:.t" d thato.v:·ater-
icoiu~'e;ijS6'Su}e ~otiid b~l$h6tt term ahd-,prbbilblY"te:strlcted·to loca:l'satlrdes:'" The.reYls'no'justification for 
;the ~laim ;6f ~li~tt tetmi'exposut~. T1ie.rrioaellin:g'e)~er,.:ise just complete'd''suggestE'ddlat ·material would, :1' 

!nove around:in the wat~t J61uInn fl):tijuhe '3:i whUe-t AS' fat as '~restricte'd tb16caliiecl 'source:~"~ goes; we ,. 
gknow from the field data and as implied by the mo:lelling, some portion of the contaminant·j .:re spread 
~r'otighoutihe est'tiarY_'lt'lhaYb'e c:ionVe'1i'iel1f'to ae" ~iely liinitthes~enarios.' but-Hm notrco~vincedd{' 
~roVtdes' ~"li§etul or 'appi()~iiate rJpri:.e1it~tion' 'df es~uaJine··cohdlti()n:$. ~ For exafnple'l'bi ue 1o1 ussels at the' 
:DRMO mayb't! contin'uiUy ~xpose'd to elevated Pb c:o!:.tcentdltionsftOin'gt()undwatbr-transli .... ,rl,:o'r·rutt~off:or 
~ust, and in fa,ct the elevated concentrations in mU3sei tissue suggest that the exposure is no' short term. 
~ . '!;I~ "'.~ ~ "~~1 > ..f;"'~ 

~-6 s'ebbtid full paragr~pli' 'I don't b'elieve-we'ffleasliredreceptl!ji exposure-to phytoplanktor.. <Dn the other'; 
~and, I think what you mean to sa}' here (in the first line, for instance) is '··b~nth:ie:.exposure-.foce~ario"; this ,\ 
~ould also be :rue in tine three for "epibenthic and water column exposure scenarios". Eelgrass leaves and 
:algae s118~!fifli!·l.n~fd(fed'ih Hil~ "rd:paft of'th'e'watet-'column'exposure scenario. " ", 

,q ~" :~~ .~ ,.' ":~;' -';, ~ *.:.-~t r;, ,.;' ~ ~, "i) 'I' ;' . .t;. ~ r,) '-('-" "7 : ",~ t. ; <i
4

.,- <~ ,_,'d 1 ;~.' 

;5-7 Secct.cl' nLlpa'tiiraph' Line'" <RcH.vnie·'f6-r clarity" , . ':~ 



I ,~: 

,,,,' 

;,s-8"First three paragraphs "u'~,!,'IhQ~ld be "}4': This i~1,actually t1 probiem thr,01l:ghout much'~fthe report 
,. ~ !. "',', '"" -, .~ .'" 

.. 1 ~ :? " I,.' J.. . ~ , 

j-s-l2.,;f.arq'lulae"u".' ~hould p~, ;'}4"' 

-;<, ~ > "'--'~Y -'."-

;5-12 For.pl,lJa, as pre~~cr~l~d is.J:!.ot9.9",~,c~. An ev:aluation, of~e.~quati~P~~!jI given produces Metal~,~ , 
~nfiltef~.d. It':? uncJ~ar e~ac1;1~' what operatioJ;!, w~s dOJ;le to,thec~:ata. '" . ,',' 
-.I. , , ~l_~ ,t' t '" .< ,); ," 

;/ 

!,s-12 5.4.2.3 First Pa{agra,ph "unde! a, elra,in runn!J;lg landVi~f4': shQuld h,e "~ubi!lurface flow emaIla,;tipg fr~~ 
~the ground belpw a pipe draining JILF. Station 1008 was across the street from the storm drain that drains. 

~e backside of hma~ci!' ~sl~~d:~ " " "; ., 

is-12 Last paragraph This paragraph dismisses the Pb and Hg data from the April 1993 seep ;ampling' ".~ 
;because oCone co~tamin.ated blall,k,sample, Thi.~¢~iuld,be cO{l§lider~d an Q~lli~r and droppel'. since,the fall' 

. , ,,< 0, • , ,'p' < ,'" } 

11993 sa,mphp:g. confirmed,tb.e·r~n,ge ofconcentrati9ns seenin,th~ I?prip,g. Rewrite, 
;; , ~ ~ i\. ".' .'1','. ~ I, _' ~ • ,;: ~~ 

i5-13 Last paragraph Very hard to follow. Rewrite. 

" ,/ ~ ~,. • I ~' 

~-1,4 Fit~tfuL p,'i'-ragra,ph This paragraph s.Jjlauld sUII1ffi3,ri,ze the af~,as ':-'lith high exposure fOl all COCs, and 
'~ot:just ra.nktl:u,,'m?in',tenns of which ar~as haci highe~t e~posure~: ~'iamai~a i;ia~d area"' is.:~ot th~' corre'ct 
: ' , ,.' , ~ , '/ 

idesignati~·n,-- f,j:UQ~Jd,be;"Ja~aica Cove" ~,., ,i 

i; '~, ~" 

~-14 Seconchfullparagraph NQt}~pprapria~e ~o ~ay tJ!.e "hig.he$~ pb ~~cumv.latioI!- oC~llrreel,in the,m~ssels ' 
from Pepperre 11 Cove" since they do not appear (FI g;. 5· 6) to be significantly different. Sin~e the deployed 
fnussels probaply were significantly different from t\le indigenous mussels, it appears that th'! deploym:ent 
~may nat have ,been lQxrg eoaugh for ljIufficient ~Xp(l;:l·t.e." " 

6-14 Section) 4.2.4 First ~:~a~ra;h' This paragraph dismisses sax'nphn'g the seeps and dismis~es s~mpiing 
fthe mussels to ( nd out about the seeps, w~~n n~,it}1~r one ,~asbeen ~pfficiently studied to draW !;pch ,', ' 
;Conclusions. Ie. the previous section, it's stated that \:here is na valid Pb or Hg data from thF. seeps du'e to 
~ontamir,aticl; 2q,d inst@m~nt errars., If ~is i:; tb:~ \1as~, ,neFhip,~ can b~ c.~n~.1uded a1',out th~ seeps witPout , rurther study. i:" '., ~ :,; ',,1,,' " " "." .,' 

't', 
I 
: " ~', > 1· , , "~ 

~5-15 First full paragraph Discussion of fresh wate: organisms doesn't ~ake sense. A'dditiolJ.aliy, we cao"t 
~eave out Pb;·a,nd Hg .da~~ frOID' tb~discp-!ssioP.9f~t ~~?s. :a,~th.l*eJy .~ave l:l.i$Qe~ ,c.orrel.~?ofl!S (~eep ~o 
!mussels) than'some of the oth~r'llletal~. Q>qlpare S~9P ~lap~ d~ta.fr9m b~th ~tud~e,~ (~pnn:g and,f~f(~"993). 

, " 

~-16 Last··pa(agrap.ll .Several of the eoncll,l~ions h~;\:, are unfounde9, The whole paragrapJ;L has ~ split: it 



~alls for more sWdy of,'}~eps while sounding dismissive of any seep findings. We didn't measure all of the 
~eeps, i~O cbn~-luaMg ~~t elev~te'd Ihussef meb:llevels' are not seep relatea because the mussels are not near a 

aneasured seep is incorrect (e$' mussel station 163 was near a flowing seep which was not sampled in the 
~pri11993 or any other seep sampling). Therefore, we cannot conclude thatorgafitshtS·living n~ai't1ie' seeps 
;have been adequately compared to seeps. We simply don't know how limited seep water influence is 
;without a c~dtpr~hen:sive ~eep ~i;iter stuoy and We ~annot s~y "seeps are notcontrilj'titiirg significa:nt .'" 
~uantities of metals to the waters of the piscataqua". For example, there'is a latge seep'entering Clark Cove 
;from the JILF that has not been sampled. Also, we have no measures of seep flow rates, which it is implied 
1h'ere that' we do. , Therefore the input'dr'COCS ic) the P'SlU~I.IY nom se~ps cannot be.dismissed " , ,_ 
~ " ~~ .~, ., l ~ I ,,; ,~ .' < ~.- , _ ~ 

is-18 First fuit paragraph A gain, listing the highest concentrations is not useful or tepresentativeof the . , 

1results of the' study. 
f -' i, 

!s-i 8 S~ction '5.4.5:1 First paragt~ph The York Harbor samples were' collected tcfbe tlierefe.!ence 
;Population for Portsmouth Harbor sampling in Phase 1 (see 3-7). 'If this was not'deemed a'ppropriate at' 
~ome lat(;r dal-!, that 'should be stated here. 

b-24 Se~tion headed "Lobsters" Second full para~raph Last two sentences More likely, the adult lobsters 
~a:&e h~d 'les~!'~xp'ostire to PA':H~:;dU~ totli'~ir high d~gtee of~oDi1ity.rlri the'l~st sentence,'j\wenile lobsters" 
~may have rrloie'direct contact ';ith's'oul-ces of PAH ,"ontilIIllnatiotl. because'theylive in sediment. burrow~ :and 
~they may actuC'Uy have longer term exposure becau~e tl.'!y have stayed in a given area"'lbIl:g-!\ -than adul~: ' 
:Add this sentence at the end of the paragraph: "Ju\'C?.::..ile lobsters in residence around the S l.pyard had 
~igher ievel~ of:PAHs than'Juveniles from the Isles 'Jf Shoals andthatda:f.gedobster~ from ~ ortsmou'th 
;Ha~b~i~'" ,t i, "", ~ "", ~,:""" , "". ' 

'F' ... .; I ,_{ 
:,~. , " .;~ z " ' I. ;.:~ f ,. ; I 

~5-23 Section 5.4.5.3 Must consistently create paragraphs that deal with one COG; ,Otherwi.;Je, this'is'velY ' 
;difficult to follow, with six different lobster endpoints and several sampling locations. 
~ ,~J~ ;: . t": .. 

is-25 Th~"ughJilt thJ page"u" shouid be' 'jA",'cOnbtbi/.g onto page 5-26 
~ .~". ,\~ , (. ' . . ~ , 

:1 i' ,., 'J. 

~:25 L~st p~dl~i~ph'Tliis p3:ra'gtaph is v~i'y confusing. 'I don"t thitik all oflitiseorrectsenl-=n-ce 2 and,the 
'<lata in Figure 5-29 contradicts the statements in th~! first sentence. 
~ i 

~-28 and ~-29.' Discuss Hg in juvenile lobsters as a lin(.~ng, since it was' higher thansuo':..legah:dult even, 

rough i~ m~y 'not have be~~ ~tatistically sig,n~ficant 

~5-29 ari4 5':30 secti6Ii 5.4.6' M6re 'ext~nsive surrtmarY' is 'heeded to 'preserif'thesignifica'nt l)udings resulting 
~rom'm~s~el'sfUdl~s: 'Fig:({ie'ssli~uldrbe'reproduced ftom Short and HoV@h'199.5. ,,' ' ",,' 



\,:', 
~~~ 

1,1# 
~; 

,j 

~ignificant findings of these studies relative to results from other biota. This secti~~ls ~uppb~ed to'c6ver 
iE,xposure Ppint Con~entrations, and nqne are given. Also, figures and/or tables should be presented. 
; t ,J 1 , ' 'r,' ',-' 'j). '.: 'L .. ~._ , ' 'j ;',' ',. <, " g' ~, , 

is-33 Last paragraph Very unclear. poesn't appear to reflect th~ ~tr~ssoi re~pons~ :f6tlhd for Clark Cove. 

ipigur~,,5-7WhY pr~s~~~~is;i" 
; '~'1'!' '.-. ;" •..... ' ". ) :" 'L .i 

~ .t" ,~,-" ", J -:,,',;.'" _ ':."'; -, ".' ," -, ., , , 
~~g~fe 5-8 It'~po~ ~at they're, n:oD;-se~p stations; iCs that seep saxnples were 'not collec;ted at those sites. 
~~cC;~centratio~s ~eashr~'dat seep~' sh~uld be '~c6ncentr:l1:ions fii~asured'in:"iriussels:~t'seep" " .' .. " 
; " 1, 1 " ", 0'. " ~ ." ,.. ...., ~ ,') 

~igure 5-9 "cnocentrations measured at s~~p" shouldbe "Cibncentrations nieasuted in nlussels at seep" 

:6-1' c.~~,~~~'aboutr~c~Bt~r~ raise(h~'6hapte~4 still apply, ana impa6t th,~ cho'ices 6I-.... eife~ts' -
!' <', ,~~. '-i .. ~~" 1.1;'>, ~, 1 - -

:conc~n~q,ti9P~' prc:r~ep!~d jn Table 6-1. 
: ,...,' "£ ~. <" > ~, '; 

t6-3 DDT doe~, exceed sediment screening levels at five of the seven stations wliere toxicity'was observed 

I K9, 1 ~.,17! 18,2? > '" Th,i~, ~l1C?::uld b~ inc~uq.ed. 
~ -., :1,' > _ 10:>,;'. f' • !t < ~, 1 

~-3 Section 6.2.2.1 Line 4 "exposure of sperm, and" sr .. ould be "exposure ~i sphrti,to wa',("( samples;· and" 
E I.' > 

~ t'~";;O 7":H:it~\,~';, ~ r. ~~, • ". , 

!6-5 Section 6.'-.. 3 Widgeon grass is not a spec~es rtpresentative' of local biota:; not is the'eaU\ern putpl'e sea 
~urch,in. They .. re stand-ins bec;:ause oflack of iDf~nnat:iOJi on local biOta. Thi~lm'U~t:be'i~ade clear 
~;~.J~?" '~.'~;~:. ' .. 'J\,' ::i I· ,:,~, • ~"~' •• F. " ," -"C.;"),. 

tthrougho_u~ Chapter~. Tbe limits of ex~apolating results from these sp'ecies'td'e'ffects'oJi sI-l'cies actually 
lfou~q.~ntho~~feat B~y ~tu~rY-mu~i bbdi~6~ss~a ili'Sect1on''6.2, pa~e 6-2. '.' ,\ii 
~ ,!':j'i;:." ~-:; ~ <, ' • ,.,.; ~". ,~ t,.. .~,: ';" ,~::" .. ,~", .... J 

~-10 Sectlon ,2.3.2.1 dlve~resul~ for Shipyard fi."'t! ':~hi's ~hbuid'be ddne thtoughoui: 
·'·'i ' '~ 

~-10 Se~ \ion ,.2.3.2.1 Second paragraph From thl\ ~Iresentation. i~ looks as if Pepperrell O,)Ve isn't a good 
~eference site, If it's true that Pepperrell Cove ha~' B'IlCh high'values: it sh~uldbeexplained.' 
; 

, " 

:6-16 Last par~graph It is 1).0, appropriate to charactc"lze range,s in co'iitarIUnant c()Dcetltrati6t1 as \, '" : 
~"occasionall~'" ~ssociatecf with ad~eise ec'o'ldiic~i~t;'.<fectS~H:~f'D lsy;defihiticnithey rtlayoccur up' to 50% of 
ithe time. Ana "frequently" shoulcrbe chai:l:sed to a term th~t in(jr~ dearly 'im~1ies o\T'eP50% ~ if me time. 
. ... \ . 



; 

;nsks looked for and fo~n~p~ ~eeded. 

;7-2 Section 7.1 The se~tion doesn't' include effects found on'sea'uichi~s,'mus~el growih:, toxicity to 

;amphipo,ds, ~alt mars~ IlItress .. wPer~ ;lr~,~~}'? 

;7-2 Section 7'.2 First paragraph Fifth line from the bottom •• ... it may be related to contaminant exposure, 
~ut most likely is due to .. :' should be ..... it may be related to contaminant exp~sure,'bufother fact~rs:.:" 
;Also, ~e Qnly ,current "si$Ilifica,nt l~vel<§) Q{ 4isturbaI!:c,e" is the marina operatiqn. The other i\ems should 
~e deleted. The nexttptP.~ l~!?~sent~nce 'in.t1~~.~pra·graph should read: : ..... ; it";rri~y l>e r~lated to contarriinarit 
:exposure, but other fa~t~rs i~cl~ding sedi~~~t tYpe,wat~~ clarity, ~nd m~ri~a op~r~ti~~s' c~uld also be 
;contributing to the, fact that no eelgrass e}'ists in ml')~t of.Clark Cove." 
~ , , ,," - , ., ; " < ~ " , ~ <-, !";>.; , , ' • ~ 'J. 

;7-3 First full paragraph. Here is a typical example of the writing that makes this report so difficult to 
follow. The one real result, and the reason for the r...aragraph: is ~ev~~~i'~entences do(vn, 'and is prefaced by 

t'Additionally! .. :' ~s,if~t w,er.e an afte~()Jl.ghl. Th~.n tw:o senteqc::es ~re.Jlresented in a way that appears to 
~nimize the' finding of an adverse ecol~gi~al ~ffect. A ~eade~ 'Who dicCootkn()w the';esuli a:.ready -:: th~t 
~17% of the be~thic anomaly is attributable to COO;I -- would, I believe, not be abl~ to' figure "lit'this result' 

:by reading the p.aragraph ... Pulit up front. ".", 

i7-4 First full para graph Should begin with: "ElevClted levels of COCs found in lobster indicate a chronic' 

:7~3 thr.ouilh. 7-7 Di(ficult to un,det'Staod a,~.b.est. ~o overall clear explanation of what is being done here. 
iWhat i; a mussetcri~calleM~t? ,Whata,re you ;tryi~3 to show? " ", 

; .. '. ' .. "," It seems a~ if pr~di9,t~Q Water colu~"qo~~eAtrat10n~ are calcl1lated from'mussel 'llssue l~vels, but 
~then these projected ievel~ are~~t compared t~ ~~l"~c q~ality cnt~ri~ to detenni:n~ if'. in the 'ab3ence 6f ',' ,>,' 1 
';" > f . <; {' ~" -.. J ";1,,' , !' _ .• - >.. 

pilution by the estuary, these water column concen'l:Jtions would be of high risk. Since preoicted water' 
~olumn concentrati9:1;1;S arec19ser,9c"s~~P levels that WeH! found, doesn't that suggest seeps c, .ay be an 
~mportant source of COCs? . . '. .. . :? , 

b-6 Middle Qf the page W}la.t is ";rev" ? ,Notdefin,-·.d a1;>O~e. 
!; ,- ~ . . ....,. , ' 

"tl-7 Paragrarh beginning "The the crit,i<;l,al values ~<:,·imated ... " Use % sign cop.sistently thro~ghout ,. ',' ,,~ 

~7-7 through 7-8 Section titled "Eelgrass" . 
! ',. . Tp.is ,sectioq.'poes ~ot adeqll~~~I~ ch~raCtt:li:: ~ bioac,9umulation .of COCs, by ee1grass. Discusses 
::. .....' _ \ _. > .'~. 0 • : " ; ~ ,,~ • r 

~nly r09t uptake .. ;Bl0acQuplulaJ,40!J,iby eelgra,~!3 .~ .. :ve~· need!!! to be dlscussed. 
:. " , " . .., : " . ",,>; . , . .' !'-

i 

r?-S Eighth ~ine from the pottom;.:.· .... withe~lgra~s ~)ed sampling S~tiQIlS (Short and Hoven 1995)," should 
_ ' ' '.' .' ,.,,-,,~, I; ~ .. ',' - , -'~, - ,,'k- ,,':, ... l ,J'" '" • .- • 

~e the end of a paragraph. As a beginning to the nr'.n p;.:ragraph, state that Eelgrass can blo:"ccumulate' 
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imetals through its leaves from the water column and, through its roots from t4e ~ediment; ... causing 
;metals to bec~'ine more biologically available to the biota." should be ..... causing a change in bioavailability 
;Of metals within the sediment." '.;, , .. ; ;,,~. . ;, . "j ,i 

~ :). An addition'at parO\.graph is need.ed: describir;lS the, pattern of biQao(n~mula,tion ir;l ~~lgJ"ass tissue 
~ro\lnd·Se.avey I:sland withiparticular reference to the SMWUs,and ~epe. IllClJlde figu,re~, 4-. ar;ld 9 t:'-om, , 
;Short 1995. "I .,/ '.~;., 

, ,'> " 

",:. '~Gxicityisn6t·aefined~·" -> ;':' t~t·'·:"~ 

, , "" :rile firstsentenC!e·shouldreacf ~"oxicity itj am:phipod ,e~posure,test was npt obsc;~ed in fic;!ld 
;'ediments from any of the stations that were considered to be missing eelgrass ( ... ), but benthic o{g<!,~ism 
~tress and toxicity to sea urchin sex cells was prest~nt at several of these stations. 

,';< ; ('~"2&;rtetU:z!,"shotJld"be !!'Zostera·" "', , . !, 

" lliiiie' ,$ '~'Toxicity was: .. ," should/be ·'To~icjry~to·~?~."was;ll~~· Is,th.i$;:r~uPP!~? . I', 
Next sentence ·~H0wever,,,contaminationJt::vels.;. "'should\be rcero,ov:ecl; sjPPe t4if>, . "'ilS a~ re,sult, Qf - . ' 

~nadequate experimental design in the study ofNac .. ~i et a1. 1994. 
~ Ne"JCt;sentence\ ":Bhysio1cfgical Stress/ ... • $hould ,read'\·Physid.1Qgic~1 s~ess,op eelgl'as,s sh,PQt 
~growth ,was~ot &ei'Ved' On :shobts that'cwete'tl'ansplanted, neal' seep-looaUp~s in OJad-,'Cov~ and, J a~aiCai Cqye 
[sediments ... !' soe,!!" ," ;,:1;1 ' .. : J, '" Y j., ',; ,,',< ' "i" 

! . h~ ~<,1: patagraph ·of·seotion., Iil~lude,the following sente.o,ce in' the;.p~rigr~ph: ~'TQ?:.j~.~ty ct9.;~~,a;,' 
lurchin Sf). ceh~ was observed at sevetal stations in Clark Cove where benthic anoI:t1alies, salt mars);). ~tre,I:J,s, . 
Eand eelgl'/sS a '),lenCe were also identified." . 

~-'}: ~-(,:,~ .• ,. . .(:% .... ~ .. ~<." ~"~::'\~::; ,(" :~,(' .'c, ;::-: _ n ~ 
::~ '~' .", (~ 

~-9 'SSeCt10il""~5 Pirst p:lta,gt'aph;1Lirie 7:.;Remeve,the senten(le'1hatstaftSi',7-hjs,assuro:ptio~tWould be 
;invalid .... " Tl. e assumption is valid, but the reasoL';'lg is incorrect. There may well be sig:Q,i~19apt,I!lPUliC~~; 
:of these' COGs, 'as ,there ;ls,>fatPb (fofJinstance),'bu-, l4e'~uge; flushing"~,~d,mixing ~ff~q~ atie th~reason that 
;stirfabe WateIPcone~titratiof1sare Ibw:· <This should \1 ~;IHade clear. ., .' , 

; The conceptual model does not predict:fi,wshould, not,predict~ thatiell!<~OS\lr~ ,~Q:Il;~,p.b~<§lI;!,<S?n:-;term, 
~ecause for ex lmple, a continuous source of contaminant could create continuous exposure, resulting in an 
~~Qlate'·d'<e~phsu'~t· 'iliat, with~a:de'quate,flushing~.would sh,o.w:,no appar~tit wal~f ,~,ol.u~,,~o~q\!U\l.'~,tio.n,.; : 
~ ' .. \ . i., _~ t G .--""< 

~7"9 Sec'ond'p"ct;;;.graJjh 'Use:'tlie';%sign consisten~y ~r0u.ghout: Gi,ve,the •. Su aild·,Ni,pt:!f,ceQ.tages fQr Clark., 

!Cove -- thest: ~hQuld come first, as they were the hi~heet. and major finding, and did: exo~,ed ''V"Q;C. ," 
'C"{.:; L~' . ~ [ \ ' 

;" ["c. 

~7-9 Third paragraph Use the % sign consistently 
~ . " '-';; .' - ',;: 1 ' .. t':-' ').' . '., 

-
b-l0 SectioIt 7.6 First paragraph I do not undersund why"nsk is,not,.cal(l:l.11at~,q;;fQ(,s~cpda",~,;$inc~ ~~'P!J 
;may increase the exposure to looal biota, (eg. muss',.)s) and can result in elevated ~oncentrations of COC~ in - , 
~ ~ 



;the water colu,Inn, as' shown by Cullen and Arimoto. Explain.' 
; 
,~ , 

~-11 There c;ioes not seem to be any Table 7-4 or 7-5 
, " ,Ats"mentioned'eatlier; black ducks do aot feed on 'eelgrass leaves, Spartina,leaves, or fucoid 
iseaweeds.' 60rnlorarits do not eat rtlussels and rarely, if eve,r, eat flounder, and ~~prey rarely eat,fiQunder. 
!Alternate avian receptors were recommended earlier. 

~7-11 Section7,7 This section seems out of place in a presentation of Risk Characterization. lIn addit,i9n, ' 
;ecological cOIlsiderations are not really presented here, as predicted by the title. 'What is preseQted seems 
~undulynegati,' 'c,'as if the <rnly alternatives for a rifik manager are "destruc,tive: remediation~' or "residual 
~contatnination" ' , 

, , . 
:-?-12 Using the excerpt from Munns et al. 1994 as the only major sectionthat:discu!l\$es thC:kt.nagnitude of 
~isk, the spatial extenfof risk: and recoyery potenti~heen'1s vetyinappropriate. ·This was part of the Phase I 
~ep6rtan:d:c'e-11f~inlY more' is now knowi'l' about the ,character of risk to"theestuaty. 

i'7-15 Seetiod 7:9 Fitst paragraph I;don,'t,understahd why the<'~other indicatiottsofstress'~"al,e'not 
!considereat6,berisK;' {WhY"are they,consideredi,"subtle;effects"'hfFhis'seeIhs, to J;Ile .to bean·arl:!it;raJY., ' 
~eparation o(s, me risks from others. The selection of Pb or other factors may not have beeu the c<:1rrect 
~herhical stref>3Gtsto ekplain'these'responses, rather than indicating,;theother indicatprs of stress are not 
~irilpottaht. . L " 

r ~. 1 

: 7-15 Se<"')nd j:aragraph We are not just interested 1n "appreciable risk" which is ajudgem;!'~t for the risk 
manager t6~nl"'ke: AIsd, this para~raph'neglects'th~~:eifects'ofiseeps!, which'lldo'not,believe Were c[ec;iibly . , 

idistni'ssec:l 'ifbo,;.le.' < " , ',I ' , " " 

~., " .",<, T hi'rd and:·fourth paragraph:.$ The' most important ,finding (ie. ,most significant (il;.4tngof ris.lt). 
!presented in ea.ch of these paragraphs is talked about. in thelastsentence,whe(e it shou!~ll>(! t)res~ntedin the 
~rst. Additionally, these paragraphs switch betwe(\ a presenting results of probabilities and 'ts percents, 
~whichis c6nf~Siit!lto arellder1re'vlewer.- J,Jse percents only,. 

, I ~ 

7-15 thr6ug:h-~ -i6LasepiI'a.graph <WSectlc;,n 7;,9 Again, wha~is~'apprecial?le l~vel ofrisJt':?" This shQJlld be 
!presented more clearly/quantitatively, and should be included in the summary paragraph, above. The 
~e:ma:i:bder of this para'&raph·-ts'a reprint ofa earlier paragraph" In the S~JlUIl3.ry, sonre Ql~arerstat~rpent Q(the 
~esults and thel.1 me-aningis he'eded .. , . - , "J 

~ A final paragraph would be useful, summarizing the true risk fmdings and their implications. 

~igure 7.1. Nowhere does this state that the plant in question is eelgrass. ccroot+rhizome biomass 
~tfggested "'should 'b'e"eei'$tass rhizome ,lensth'-b~$'ed on" 

r;';' : I ; - - ., -~ ~'<~ 



[Figur~ 7.2 Legend should read "PAH accumulation fac~ors ... " 
~. ; '1. - " 'J ," . , 

;Figure 7.3: ~geriashoutd read"Observ~i:fW'atet ~ofumh conce'J;ltfatioris ofPb for'Clark Cove (GC). Back 
~ha~nel (BC); anit<J?ortsmouth H~rbor (PH);'ah(f'two·'domparabl~ 'predicted'TPb concentration (explain two 
~rediCted fesu.lt'$)'calculated'fionirnti-sseltissii~'cbr.ibentiations 'of Pb;" 'Saurce of mussels·at <5 tsndt 
;identifie'd 'a~d ihe relacio~shi~ betUleen statioriii'and poults is noi'ciear. Additionally. this·le~end 'should say. 
:'These results illustrate the degtee t6 \i.hi~h mUssels carl take u p:Pb from the water'cdlurtm despite the lack 
k>f any measu~able concentration in the water column." Include seep water levels. 
~ I /?: ' ,'. . 1'0 ; i',o~:,.:): ,., (~ ... , ' .. > ".' ~~ 

JFigure '7:4. . ,i,"btle'gefld doesh 't' idet),uately expi~in \his fi~ure. It appears;that the' riskaf mussels from the 
~ack Channel is extre~ely high. as is risk from elsewhere in the estuatY. Itwo'uld be useful to also present 
~e probability di$tlbuti6n'6f iion.:.Sh'ipyard st~tibn~'andtb give the' point or designation fOI'Mussel Watch 
~igh. Sea urchin effects seem to be a rather inappropriate measure of risk fOi'this study. A cifferent 

;measure of c~l~~al valu~,~,~ould ,be ~~~~i,~ered. " 

~igure 7-5. '~gehd shoUld: e'~~laiii'&hit'P1I1::N i~<';ihdwh:arkrdup ofchemic:alsii represents. As ..tith 
;FigU're'1-4, a plo't '8f ho:d~Sb:ipyard statidils'would be infofmative. Ai'e~the P6rtsrrfouth Harbor stations (n= 
~129) the same ;as "All stations n=129" from Figure 7-4? 

, ,.,'; '. < 

~igure 7-6 Shodd be .. • .. :~~lgras~''robt+l'hizome''tissue and associated sediment. ..... 
. .' L~', " ;',it, 7 ~ !J~",. ~;~ > 

~Figure'7~7' ~'~f:d to ~iJ~;:the d'ata sour~e for this figui'e~' A:re tlleseactually;surface water Pb concentrations? 
~and. is thedifl !~'ence between Great Bay Estuary and the Upper Estuary just th'e result otflt.shtngand. 
~iluti9n7 P~r;,aps include the plot for non-Shipyard Portsmouth Harbor data. The importau'!e needs to be 
~tate~:L " ""', ,,;i, , • ,. , t. " .' ./0' t • ' , 

, ) 

~igure, 7-8. Th~s plot ipdicates a high degree of risk, and is not discussed in Chapter 7. What about Clark 
jCoye se~p'd~ta?'~;'ci~~s "'Jamai6'lIsl~hd"reali5rn,\~~n"JiLF"1 If so. i1:sh'6ufd:say so. ,j ,. 
" ;' H"-:" .~", , " ".' ; 

~Figure 7-9. Ruppia leaf EC20 looks to be an inappropnate measure for this study. This figlJre le1gend 
:should explain the importance of the findings; the t1~~t should indicate that a large part of the risk probability 
1"orCla;k'C6ve iddi'c:~t~srisk~t'theER:'Lievel: "" 0 ,'f',,' , 
~, ' 

""'l'h. ', .. j'; 

jigure 7-10., Again. explain the importance of the findings. Include non-Shipyard probability'dlstribution. 
!' ,<0', '< j .' J,~ j . c~. 
- , 

!Figure 7-11. 'Sp~l1 oiit PHE:t.,i'thd"'~iv~'in:lpoita:ncie 'of results:' Again. N'ii!a'lithes ben'chmal'kdoesn't seem 
~useful. Show probability distribution fdlA:dn-Sll:i~yai'Ci .. ',;' ' '.;";,, , 

~:1 Sec~~n';8.0, . Fir~t p~ragraph. This paiagta~h ~eti., up"~;f~lse dichdtomy:"' .A;$'stated here. the entire study 
lis undercut by the statement '''rhe contaminant-receptor approach does not adequately address the ecologic'al 



" i< 

~significance,of potential risk ..... But the contamina~t-~ecePtor ~ppro~~h is exactly the one use'J in the EAA. 
;The paragraph spes.on to say tha,t "holi~t;i<; apflroacr?-::J~ij~ ~hp',V <tSplqgi9,al ris~\tq,pe "re~di!~ ~Rparent"·! , 
~impIYiAg J.ha,t a systeJll ,must beasd.egr~~~d as N~w Be4for9!~~rp()r in or~enqbav~ ~cot~~i'Cal~~~. Th~ 
~ogic falls.'~paJt b,ecau~e,the premi!1'~s ar~fClrl~e. Theecol<?,gi~;iI.,I#sk to be repqrte~ be(e is,);y defi~l~i'on, 
~based' <,>n thestudie~ dpne foJ' $,~ ~!~lling in. ~~~':~e~ ba~is (ox: es~bli~hin~ ps~, a 'n~~-9uant1~iiv~ one 
~at that, is ~nscientifi,c and1.gl,p~rquttin~ of the ,entire;. 5r~dy a~4 aJI the' wqrk, 9QAe. , ',," ',' 
~ , ' c , , > - "+'. ~ • _~I_:', c - / ,. -I . ~'<~ ~ _. ,- "";i' , '\ ' .~ 

_ }-~ < :f '. .r.; '; 'i ,'" ~/, , 

;8-1. Section '3,1. The Synthesis of the Ecological ~;~:\ldy is based predominantly on the Phu.c I study as 

;surtunar;,,;zed i~ J~hn~ts>~ et.~!. 1S?~49: T~e entir~,~'.!. ~p,.: ~~9\l!? be ~;,mqre,'£()qll?r~,h,en~i~e, assessment based 
ion all Phase I and Ph~~ IIJindings., ,;.' . 
; oJ,' "EAolog~ca,1 Re~l?,~rce~( se~:tiQ.n title '.is, pI"', .d,pp,(ppri,a:te ~~ th,~jseqtioD. <10eS!nqt p'rc~ept a " 
:<iescrip~Qn <;if ecol,ogicilh"espurces. . . ,'," , ,~.;,~" ',.... " " 

~ '"" -.,:, ,.,.<J ';. 

is-2. Winter'flounder abundance and distribution (first full paragraph) is not an appropriate IT.leaSUre of the 

~health of ti;I;c pe!~giq c~)In~vp,~ty. Qr qrop thep~~9planlqpIt all.? c~l1;~i~, ':Fish S~mmun~t}'''. ,If thi~ is a 
iholistic appro.ach; the c~rr~nt (lpnd~r,ion oflow fis~eriescatqh ofqo~~de~ iq tbe.g:B~~p9,]lIc;t, bea mai~nop,ic 
pf this dIscussion. . .. . 

'~ >' .... ' ,I f 

rs-3 First paragraph Line 8 "l?~scataqua ~efere,nce~" '"hQ\1lp be, '~~~.cat~qu'f. SH\ti~n 2"' .' 
. Line.: 11 Rewrite to state "Grizzle found that beyond factors that naturally contribute to infaunal 
~p.eci~~ varia;l:lc~ (grai~ siz~, eelgr;il.ss.,pr~senccr;1awp\Jnti?~to ?5~o), m.etal,s ~pd PCB~ acco'LJ"lte.9 (Q~,130/0 
jand 3%.,- r~,spectivelYi oC~~ .. :: . . 

{' 

! 1 ''', ., J-- ,< 

;8-3 Second para~~aph'i.in; 3 "estuarine meso~osm ~ould'" ;nould '~ead "estuarine m~socosri'13 or in fi~l~ 
)experiments could" 

~-4 Last par~~r aph ShoIt',~nd lj:~Y~I?- d~~c'ribe~leyat~d tiss~~ c~D.c,e'ntr~t1<?~ of'~e~l~ io~nd~.~<?u~d Seavey 
; • • .. ., [ ., •. ,1()!.}'" .• 1 . ',\; ~ ". ' ,k .... • ' '" ",' 

~Island, indic ... 'I g areas of concern and hot spots of coc. This should certainly be included in th~ Synthesis 

;Of the E.$t.)lanLC: S~udy. . . 
I i'd,., :, ~. _, , , 

:a-S. Eel,:¥ras3 Communities. Below the quote, the ne·,;'t para~rapp. s)l<?\,l.ld ~~ b,eginl~~~l,,~r,~s~ ~SI;lU~ , 
~oncentrations showed elevated metal concentratiol.:. at site around Seavey Island, indicating "potential 

~ourc~s·o(;COCs.'... ('. 
; T~ird paragraph. Line 4 no justificatioll for «most likely caused by disturbance" should say «is 
~ further jndic~tiQJ:l: oft4e .. eqolqgic~1 ,impfl5!! fro~>~l\ a~ yet, up.~o~n c~y.se ap~ ~e potent;i~l effect of Clark 
:Cove sediment Pb concentrations is being investiga~:e.d as a dililtU!b.~nce factor;:' " . , 
!: I ,. • ' • 11 ,'...., r 

~-5 SaIVp~(§b \::ommun~tie~ The la~~ Qtev,iden"ce fo,", larg~::sc~le disturbances most likely resulted from. the 
~ap~ pf l~rge,s~~,.lI~liIaIIl:pliJ:lg., ',.:' . "':'," . . .. <' " \,',' ,." " '.': J 

- , "t 



: Se~ond senten()e The link to contaminant exposure is the most important finding and should be 

iPresented itt the first sentence. CCEcok'gic.al diff~ren()es'" should be CCEcologj,cal s1{esses" 

~-6 Paragraph starting "More research ..... Line 4 "Methods are also needed to structurally stabilize and ..... 

~hQuld be "Methods>are ~e~ded toimpr.ove the healthcofppar,~ populations tq prev~nt. erosi9n ..... 
- ,'," ."; 

f.s-6 Water Q~~~i~. Did CulJe~ a~d.A;rix;tJ.oto~~d,sources. ~s s~i~~at the eQd of the .fi;st'paragra~h? Th~ 
:Water-Quality section !;ihould inclllde f'ind~ngs froni eelgrass l_eav'e.s~ 

',l>. 

~-11 First par;; !"raph First sentence The entire stu.dy f.)cus.se~ oQ,depositio~al areasl sp.pn.t (.:an conclude 
ithat all 01' the :·.Ieas studies experience ecological stiess . " .. ' ,"" . 

La~A paragraph How can the study "ntl~. with the data currently available. be (sh ,w specific 
~COCs can be) attributed to specific origins" and at '.\e same time •• .. .identify and eliminate ~.'.>urc;:es of,pu,rrent 
;Contaminant migration from the Shipyard and ident;fy .i.fthere are areas that require remediati,)n':?' ,.,. 

~it , '., ! t j i ",. , '.;~, . 

;S-13 Section 8.4 :presents a lot,qf i!;lfQJ{mat,ion.t~at .1'1ake.l>,it $oundlik,e the~e ot4er.!~ou:rce~ are f,ar great,er 
:than any Shipyard sources. although no good evide'.\ce to support that is present~d a~d comparable d~ta for' 
~Shipyard loadlngs,bave no~ bee~ dete:~n.ed., The Jo~es report has no, been !;lot bee.n reviev..·ed by the UNH 
iProject man~gement. ., , 

\ l~ . 

~-14 thrt ,Igh + 15 Section 8.5 In general this is C! :t'0(,/ way to end the report; regurg~tati~g a quote that has 

Some of the real limitations of this proJ'.ct that should be included in a "'Limitatio •• a of the 

Assessment" are: 
~ 1) the lack of adequate information and ~ tud ,~s on CDC effects on appropriate r'! ,:eplO.rs f~r this 
~stuary 

_ 2) .the lack of connection 'between. 'requi.:,,',menql for determining e()ologiA~1 risk ~t ;l the iJldicator 
~l'ecepto~s nece ibary to demonstrate that risk ., ,. " . 
, 3))J ;,dequate sampling of the links between potential Shipyard~ources and th~:~~lt~~rine 

': " , ~,. " 
~en vironme,nf' 

, . 
~ ',", 

1igure 8-1. Lack.of .. eelgrass in Clark.~o~~. is not ipclyded. " 

~. , 

.~, 



'; , 

Geueran"emarks: 'Th[s'reatefand greater te'lian8e ob;Phase'ldata and'tesults aB'We nlove 
th~S)Ugp Chapters 6 - S i~ clear from the size and ll;ngth of the quotations, and evaporation of 
results" and flrldings ;o(th~ Phase'II studi~s:' Ignorance cif l~rge obdiM'bf dataundertnitul th~:'risk 
characterization in Chapter 8 and maite's'the reaaer, or:risk ma:na:ger:'~theuser) begin to que$tibn the ' 
process and the meager discussion of real risks itl Sections 8.2 and 8.3. 

,0,> M~ny typographic e'ri'drs a:t~ corrected oilly in the tesb· " 

Chapter .1 
.\ 

""'" ,-' ' .. ' 

1-1 Sectic 1 1-2 Last line «to identify links to sources of hazardous waste release from the 
'Shipyard," .~utnbe~Sbffi~.'and awk~ard:';'Chan:ge 'release;(nbun)t6'rel~ased (vetb';) or rewx.ite. 

1;.< J"' ;-;. 

1-2 SectioiJ. 1.2 Line 15 Include "anomalies in salt marshes and in benthic community Stl ucture in 
Clark Ccve and ... " 

<, '.. :" A 

1-3 Section 1-3 Line 1 Laboratory studies can show physi616gica1.behavioial or.-toxicc' ogic 
effects; they cannot show "ecological effect." Correct appropriately. 

, • 0, ,f ' ,.(}" ;" . ",,! 

'Chapi~ i 

2-1 Sd:ti':'12.'l, t,irll:H4 Whatis'RC~ 1";l.s y6t. this'is'undefitred,; 
Liue 17 and 19 Replace .. these" with "SVlMUs" 
LilicflfCiie'the study'" 
LiHt: 21 This paragraph discusses the "purpose of this document" and section 2.2 on page' 

2-2 lists the "objectives of this document:' Either define the difference clearly in the text, combine 
these paragraphs. or rewrite this paragraph. usingsug~estion:s-annotateddire(ltly onlthe text. 

2-2 Section 2.2 Scope 3. Replace "adverse effects" with "adverse effects and anomalies" since 
many effects could not be catesorized as adver~" (eg. benthic community structure, saltmarsh 
differences. etc.) 

2-6 Section 2.3 Line 14 Make the statement specific for this report, as indicated in the text. 



2-10 Figu~e 2-4. The figure is too busy. Makl~ it into two figures. 
i 

2-11. Table 2.1 Correct citations. 

Chapter 3 

, ,!, 

3-1 Sect!or. 3.1 Line JO-13 Not all industrial water has ~lyvays bee,n c;oJ},~q~e~l."pt~t;reat~d, and 
sent t" K;, -f ~y. Industrial wastes were discharged directly into the river a:t many sites and the text 
shou~d ret 'e zt this. Also, the current scheme should inc;lp4e a dat~, .s1,lch,~s <: ... since 19. ~~'. 

3-4 Lme. "only trace levels of inorganic contan J.Qants (n the seepsamp.les." Is ~is t1l/~? wqat 

is a "trace It.~vel"? 10-15, 10-9, 1O-3 ,? Define: lrace'~ in the teiXt and check against the Ie Icls 
actually found. 

3-9 Section 3.3.3 .First sentence is'C)K. Second se\ltence:~'LoW ~rsh h~bitats occur in 
relativelY protected marine iand estuarine areas with fine". grained (mud4y) sediments front m,id tide 
to neap high tide elevations. It is characterized by short and tall forms of the salt ma~h ,;")orq. grass, 
Spartin,a.'alternijlora. The typical high marsh ha bitat.:i'S found landward -of low.m.a.r~h habi~ats, 
from nee.p· high tide to the spring high tide line, and is characterized by the salt marsh p1a~ts 

Spartir.apate,1.S, Distichlis spicata, and Juncus £.~'rardii. Underlying sediment$ in all but the 
seaward edge of low marshes are peat, which is created by undecomposed roots and rhi .. ::mes 
mixed w"ltJ"!.'fine-grained sediments. Salt marshe:~ provide habitat foriestuarine species, i~'.cluding; 
juvetl.lle"' ;1,>1\ and minnows, birds, terrestrial anil.:';a',., and invertebrates (Short 1992)." 

., ., 

3-10 Secti'ri3~3.3 LineS' 10-rt5'The sedim.ents ate likely the primatyroute of e~pOS1,lr.~' an4,the ' 
paragk-aph"shciuld' oere"\.\irittento tetleC1:!this: i:(~ up front .. 

3-10 Section 3.3.4 Lines 14-19· Same cornmen l, as above. 

3-14 Section 3.4.2 Line 12 Animals are expose',' through ingestion Of food as weU.· 

3-15 Section 3.4.3 Line 4 Add "also nest in salt marsh" 
Lim 7 What are "feed prey items"? 
Lin.e 16 lethality = death; do not be obscure 

3=14 '0 3·· 1SSections iare not in: ()rder. 

3-21 Tablt.. 3-1. DDT in JILF? 



- i 

Chapter 4 

A-I Section 4.1.1 Line 27 "proved" should be "provided" 

4-2 Section 4.1.2.1 Line 22 Define "elevation in contaminant residues" i.e. elevated relative to 
sta~~ns a,way froin the'SolpyarcifJ York Harbor? 

'" " 

4-6'5ec-ii.:>n 4.1.2.2. Line 1 i Define W kCL 
bine 33 'Make-references ta c~eanup levels consistent 

4-10 Section 4.1.3 Line 26 Replace "of' with "have" 
Line 211 No comparison of '~w~at ,w.as found-there" to C'what woulcl:he, expected, if 

ecological daII'lage had 'occulted:'o There is no record of such an assessment., so,this",ClopcJusion 
cannot bemaCle.-' 

'" 

: ,~ 

4-40 Figure 4-16. Amend as directe~don 'text. 

4-48." 'Fll.ble 4'o3·'Detete c"lferrestrial" ,', 

4-49 Table 4-4. Abundance of an organism may not be as meaningful as occurrence of that 
orga:tdsdi.· I, a~fi .. e;::.e' difference between 1#is table and\Table.8,.. 1; wbicp see~ m1,lch IPO,re < ': 

complete. Mc;)Ve eelgrass to the epibenthic corrinJ.U~'\.lty sec,tion·in~:rable 44? Re-po,Tabk 4-1 .. ~si~g 
Table 8-1. 

4-50 Tabl~ 4-5 Shouldn't "microbial concentration" be "microbial abundance"? Unde! CBiota" 
include "cac residues irr..Sparti'na spp. lea.f' ti~sue 

Chapter 5 
'.-:. . ... , 

5-6 Section 5.3 Lines 2-6 Sentence is not understandable 

Line 11 Bioturbation of bedded sediments is another exposure route. 
, Lines 12-20 No w~tland receptors are dIscussed. though me.surelIl~ntS,.,w.e};~:q'~de in sa,1t 

marshes. There are no species representative of salt marshes. so include some or delete wetland 
habitats and identify them as a data gap for risk asser.sment. i. "'."" .! 



5·9 Secticn 5.4.2.2 Delete paragraph 2 and cite Johnston et al. 1993 for analytical methods: if 

." .. ' " ~ , 

5-~O Again, ~elete m~th:ods para,~.raph 

5-11. Sec !ion 5.4.2.2. Lines 27-29 'Statistical grouping procedures unclear be~ause th~ee diffe~erit 
collection/duplicate strategies,w~re lls~d <spn~g :~e~ps!~al~ s.eeps, rn'ts,s,els):. 

~il' f' 2973~. ~q I3f1ltistic"'~it~sts ~f th5s,~ tie;t~ 4up.icate,~}~ ~~frt>priate. The ,':'.,lurs, for e~~h 
station may be averaged, but cannot be considered replicates or,J.epe~ted J]leasures. ¢~ncentra:tion 
mea.J:l~ Pl~}" qe ~9mpared to ",:,~ter q;l,1ali~ cnter!. ~pd cOl!~Jat~'d, ';Vith m]ls~el metrllc;vels. in fall . 
1993, seel r.amples were collected from the same focaUOIis"on 3"different days. 'These s ... mples 
may oe considered replicates and analyzed using repeated measures ANOV A. Th~ results of the 

fall samJ)li~g nee~~,? Q~,9omp~re.~ to th~,s~ri13g re~ults. 

5-12 SectJon 5.4.2.3 Line 2-5 Sentence implies 100% was surface flow. Change' as corrected i~ 
te;l!:t. 

t> V { , , 

5-13 Section 5.4.2.3 Line 1 Replace «detecte~" with "elevated" or rewrite. 

; '-,'-' ':, ~ " 

Pan',graph 4. poorly written; rewrite for clarity and to state points. Don't wanuer. 
Compal~ fall and spring contaminant levels to see if spring sampling was really inadeql,tte as you 
have, s~t!!.;t earlie,.r!. J\l~,q a ,c9,mp.l~soqwould SA.\I)W that,the o~e ele:vate~ blan~ value did oot 

innuen~~ ;J1~,high. rpJ~~els f01.l.qd at station J,OO~,(7152>. ' , ,: 

, 
5-14 Pal .. ~.aph 2 Rewrite. I don"t think anyone (:ues whether 11 had higher exposure to Zn than 

Clark COl',! habitats. We do need tolpl~w it:th.~,,~ copt~rWnants ~re at chronically, high 1 !"els. 
. , -"-, ,. 

Pa~agraph 3 What were the Cr results? 

5-14 Section 5.4.2.3,~eslll,ts):sec~on. Nq repoJtin;.: of indigenous ~r,deployed mussel levels or 
comparisons of contaminants levels. Last para~ Japh of pag~ ,5-13 ~~ould b~ e~pa,nded to i~~lude 
these results, Also, figures should be used to l;lustrate poin~ (only Pb and eli are shown). 

5-14;s~~tion 5.4.2.4, !ttpe J,~, Wh,~~ is a che,n:Pcal sign,al and ho,,,,, w9U.9;it,brJec_og~ize:d? , 
Replace «dominant" with «dominate" . 

.< ~ 

5·14 Sel:t.lOn 5.4.2.4 Paragtaph 2 This paragraph Ilas no~~n~ t~ do ~ith this, sectio~,(ie;" 



Significance of Finding~). 

5-15 Discussion of WQC values is very confusing. Why are fresh water or$anisms mentioned? 
What about Pb and Hg? What is this si$nal? What is the si$nificance of the findings? Say, 
"Chronic levels of Cu, Ni, Zn, and probably Pb and Hg are co~n:gC from the' steps and impacting 

the marine ecosy~tem." 

5-15 Last paragraph This paragraph has nothing to do with this section:' 

5~i6 LiLi.e;; "Prob'~bly not apptopriate to call Portsm6uthHarbot levels "reference le~els'; 
Li.\~ 13 replace "may be..': witll'''are"' , "'" '", " 

, .' .Li~'f!s 14 -2'i Sh~w da!A '~i~figtires. Currently, only Ph, and Cu aresh6Wil. The"very,' 
high ;;O~~l' l.ltrations of rI-gn ~r~· not shoWil. . , 

5-16 Last paragraph Sentence 2 Such a sweepin'gstatErtlent folfowed 'by thre'~i q~allfiers sug'!ests· 
this ~hould be rewritten. 

i ' 

5-~8 f~rst full paragraph Line 6 Replace "determined in " with "estimated from ", since no actual 
pore 'w~ter' sa~ples' wer~ col1ecte'A: This'i~ probably a data gap 'and'sdine pore ~ater san:ples 
should be collected to verify the calculations (Ai-lpendices IIIC and VI D). 

5-26 Line 6 What we,re the s~gnificant differences? Shouldn't all of these be shown us,ing 
figures? 

;. 

5-26 Lint 19 Data in Flgui~ 5-34 indicate traIi::oforrllation must be clon~ pri'dt to analysi~ to reduce; 
error hetelogeneity. Also check 5-29 for error vari'~nce (ANOVA a'l3sumptioils) and tran~fotin and 

reanalyze.;;fatistically, if indicated. 
" !i 

5-30 Se~tion 5.4.7 Line 4 "'of passive 3:ild active uptake thro(lgh .. :" ' 
. Lir.e 9 "saltmarsh cord grass and salt hay ... " 

Line 27 "between rhizome development... .. 

5-33 Line 13: what is the "Clark <;ove treatment"?' Sentence is very'i!oilfusin'g: 
( Define 30'6 as the Isles' of Shoals. " ' 

, A\" 

Figures .s-26~ 5-27, ~n({5':'29thro~sh 33 Where are the error bars? '. show them. Also 'Figures 5-
36, 5-45 and 5-47. 1 j 

5-37 and 5-38' Figures 5-1' a;"d'S-2 at'e lnissing. 



Chapter 6 

6-1 Line 2 Define CoCs. Heretofore COCs?Make consist~nt,th~oughouttJ;te document. 
Second sentence is wordy. . .. . " ' 

Parligraph 2 is wordy au,d Jechnical., confusing ~ections~re underlined in thc? text. , . 

6-10. Set.:tion 6.2.3.2.1 Line 21 Add ... ,"avai~able, exce.pt iII. oxid~;zed microsites." 

6-13 Section 6.2;3.251 Line 13 Was this differe.~~.ce signific;ant? 
" Line 19 ,Explain better 

6-17 Section 6.4 Lines, 14;1'7 Include mentiop of amphipod to~icity ip 9C ~ediments as a 
possible example of synergistic impacts from multiple contaminants (Fig: 6-17). In~lude th~ 
uncertainty introduced, by using,non,.endemic,or ~nco:nunon species. 

Chapter .. , 7 

7-2 Si~ction 7.1 No m~ntion,of salt I;Ilarsp effects observed.:. 

7-3 Sect:l~n 7.2 Line +20 The interpretation of GrizzJ~'<19,95) is Gtoudy., Rewrite;for cla:rio/.a~q. 
to show you main point (that there ~as f01.lpd a cQntamin,~nt.effect o~, diversi~ or spec;il!s richness 
of the benthos). ;-r 

7-4 Section 7:3 Lines 7-9 Confusing paragra~h/. Rewrite for cla,ri,ty. 'Wha~ may we conclU,de 
aboutPb in juvenile lobsters? What aboutHg? 

~ r I )-,~ ~ 

7-6 Last J Hagraph. What would you find if seep water copcentrations were used in tht 
calculatiou? 

7-8 Sectio~ 7-4 €onfusing paragraph. R~writ~ f(.lr clarity.'To~icity to what? 

7-11 Section 7.6 Trophio relationships stated i.n this paragraph do not exist. 

7-12 Paragraph 2 'Why focus 011 the negative? \Vh:v is there no mention of constructive 
remediation? 

7-13 Line 1 Insert: "On the other hand, ecologists are'PQ~r,:JY eQ,u~pp,~d tq o~sC7rve,~c;qlogical 



problems caused by contaminants." Also, salt marshes should be mentioned; most marsh area 
was destroyed during waste disposal activities and the remaining marshes exhibit signs of stress. 
Why have all the Phase II results been omitted from this section? ", 

7-15 Sectidn7:9 Include salunai'sh effects from aurdick (1994). 
Lines 16-18 Why do you use % chance of risks for Sullivan Point and Jamaica Island 

Cove and WQC fOr Clark Cove? Be consistent! How is a reader supposed,to compare Clark Cove 
and the Jamaica Island Cove results? 

Line 19-25 What is being/discussed heie':' Water? "Sediment? 

Lines 26-30 Since no pore water levels were measure, verification of estimates should be 
identified 2$ a data gap. Water col imiii cO!l'cennations were 1 to :2 orders of magnitude lower than 
predicted by actual mussel residues, thus estimates of pore water concentrations maybe low as 

well. 
Lines 31-33~t speCific' sites the chances were much higher. This should be stated. ' 

" 

7-16 This hst should be summarized (it is unreadable) and the section needs a conclusion .. 

Chap~er ~ 

8-1 First, before the contaminant-receptor apJ;>roar.:h is discarded,wliat did the approach conclude? 

8-6 Lib:e'15 Th:e best wayto'stabilize 'a mar~h ~sto keep it he'alth.' Structural solutions impede the 
proce'sses that keep it healthy a':tid lead to degradation of the marsh· (and toithe erosion of peat). 

Line 16 •• ... on monitoring changes in the ... " 

8-11 Secuo1l8.2 Line 1 ''The oC'currences of ecological stress were found in depositio1lal areas 
rather thaT' i.n the water column of the lower estuary." 

Li. f~S 12-18 Rewrite for logic and clari"y. 

8-12 Section 8.3 Last paragraph Figure 5.8 sho'-,"s mussels collected from beds on Seavey Island 
are over thuty times greater than FDA action Itvels. Use all Phase I and Phase II data for these 
discussions. Also see Figure 7-4 for FDA levels compared to risk.} Clearly the' followin g 
paragraph on p. 8-13 is rubbish. 

8-14 and 8-15. Rewrite the last two pages. USi~4g new lessons from Phase II. 

8-24 Table 8-1. Changes marked in text. 



1Je1ete: "structurally" and insert "Develop methods to enhance marsh health and prevent 
erosion of salt marsh substrates." 

Chapter 9 References 
\ 

General comments: Proper citations are essential for this document. There are many 
citations npt found in the references, many ambiguous citations (eg., Johnston et al. 1994 without 
the suffix ~,b,c, or d so it could be any of four choices), and many references not cited in the text. 

Citations in the text but not found in the references are labeled NOT IN REF in the text. 
Ambiguous citations are questioned in the text. All references found in the text are check..!d and 
labeled w,ith the Chapter in which they first app\\ar in Chapter 9. References without chec:ks 
should be s~arched for in the text, tables, and figures of the document using a word prO(.f;ssor. 
References not found in the text using this procedure should be omitted. Cite the entire Journal. 
Do not abbreviate. Make citations with "et al." consistent -- either italicize throughout or change 
them to plain text. 

Sp'!cific comments: There are two Chadwick et al. 1993 references. Use the entlre 3 

name3 for each or distinguish using each Chawick's first initials. 

Appendi:x V. What wete the methods and stan :lards used to assess ecological damage at these 

sites? See comment 4-10; Section 4.1.3. 

Appendix~Vi. C. 2. Columns are not of suhicient width to display the largest numbt (s. 

Reformat.' VI:18 to VI-28. 

VI B. Prob seem too low for Pb at Sullivan Point and Hg at Clark Cove. 

~'. . 
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'l~S M~~*uW~t:tiithlrhIN'H o3siU4'3Z 
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:tort..mouth, HH 03804 
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I)e&f: .. !"ran I' . " " 
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~'P02 

Hea.clquanar. 
2HuaDriw 
Coac:otd.. NH 03301 

> • ft, ,~ , ~_~ ,; • 7 ~ <,' -,\," .' , p, . " 

,We r b."ti., .. ref.~.fI'~d";~f arca\f,~~ PNS·! E.:t:ua.4~~ I~olo~~c.l' Ri.k 
As .: ••.• m.n~ r.po~t "!. . '. • '<. '. "", ;. ..' . . 

.J c/:, -',. 4' ,,[f -'. ~ ." i,. if 

" ''l'b.Jt~ ,i. ~umerou'·!Xj~.~ .\"r.'a:\II.C: :l.ncS·· "rn:~';~\~~!p ~~~~~ •. which 
w~ "have ;;,.~.I ... }.,.l .... ~.~ .. ,.~p .....• d ..... ~n .•. OPZ:;·C.".,.,.; .. ,o.' .. 'p. ~~.·c..f. ; .t.. h.l ..•.... rep .. 0., ~t... '. 1' ... ". " .. l .. p ... ~·r .. ;.'o .. ~~ .... ,~l·.~~~.d not C!.;t.qJl.·,,-aJ{r:J't~:#l.!, ~o ~II': :.,~9"~.' t.~_'.~J.'hqc~cnz9~-!:'!"!f~h, '. o,~ ~ ~ text. Al!.'o .pa:g~"J'\~\'~!I a~.e~.ncor~.ct.';JfOr~a~l~cu .•• ;80t;:1. cl~. f,."u:,. and 
table.. We vil1 Cl1v •• 1'0u· t.he co~Y'at· O,UJ:'J> next. ~_,~,ln,' or 'when we 
are 11'1 the area. . ',."< ",;;\ ,1, ," , , ,~. , . 

sp~~~.tltp:·~.q~ent •. ~r'<~~'~OJdl;ow. I:; ,,"i 
- '-', ,. \. "i~ _ ..... ,~: ':1-~1' ( ,~. "t· 

I'. 4-12 Re: Boiler blowdown wa·s,tlt:. ",a,~.rlh'~~' ,,,~t ~.t.".'.' ,~t4');l.t 
" \ h.:4Ll; ~" . ttJ.."qnly ~ten~1.l contaminant ."pe"ct'ecl ~'1:r.J Itotller 

1:),1fi?~dO~1'd!, .I 'I ~'I:'., 't.~cttmahY 1',N,o.Jl,2ii,f~ b,~1;L •.. ,: .' ","l.,~,~. ,ctpeZ1l\1 t. 
ackooy .CiA t,fl:ep:r' •• 'ertc:e "'of hf'gh "plI>~o,rIiQt~.~; l)!oW!'own ~ 

t!::e :::1 !l-:et;'''.!':t~!O~;:!;!!~::;t!i t:t:!Cl~~\t~~;U!:r: ~::{ 
may be" :1.J) .... J\\e",u:r:a1?le quanti t.t... A. fo~ the aVa!iiril:~ri. 'Iof 

~:~:: ~~t..:~1i!~~·~~!~~~~t =:1~~t1t~l\,r.4:p~it~\f:t t.:~ 
~e1.& •• into the water column explained. 

lame page a. aboye. •• h tl4ox'n'i~ Any u.e ot herbiciclea on 
JlNSY might have' .. ,en •• t.t,rt~,,··Of dioxins if the pbenoxy 
hecb1c:1de 2,',1,'1' "aa uled' •. 111':90 •• 1 of anu.ed herbicicl •• (In 
acldi tion 'tq" ~!~", app~,cat.iol\)~::\.,ho"1d alao ~. reyiewed. 

1. \:1' i: ~ '" J:',.> <,> "~j' ;1~-:f ;~ "~'I •• "~ r,,_,_", 

•• 4-13. Rei ra4ionuc11de.. '!'he 81vnif1cance ot Cc .. ,O •• a 
"yard,tick" .f.sotope that .erve. &1 & general indu of 'NSY 
radionuc:lide pre.ence ahould be explained. . ,~L: 

P. .-15 and elaewhere. Re: 'l'he t.erm benthic community, 
1ntauna1 benthic: community and epibenthlc community_ :tn aome 
di.cu.slon. the teem benthic £ommun1ty denote. only the 
Inf.una whereal ''9i~/{fJi'l:. animal. that u. on the 

Disco~rVNe':HampShire 
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:' :l~~.iul& whereas IP1ben·t.h1s .C;:Ovar. &J}~lI!al. ~Hat··, U. d,p'th.· 
bo t,t-om. Unt.QI.' tuna tely £b'd.:. ·_.~tP'¥' ".ilt)!:~hi t.", ~'u;mbl ,d '·1~ik't.l\'f· , 
.ections where bent.hiC: C9mmun1ty 1. u'iac"- '11.0 c:oYeZ:' both ~t1.~,.Q.il. " 
And .pifauna. We would prefer the latter approacb throucjllOu.t., 
the r.po~t 1 •••. the benthic community!. inclusive of both 
1nfaun.a and .pif-un&,. .v .' " 

P. 5-19-20. Tlu:oughout the dilcullion of lob.ter. the t.~1 
tyvenile, 'ublegal adult. and adultl are used. ~1. impli •• 
• ~me discrimination al to individual lobster .exual maturity 
or" lome arbitrary .ize classificat.ion for .exually mat\lre 
lobater.. Which va. used? If .121., 1fht\t the,n !lasure .4:~.f':~ .. t 
which lobster. were judged .exually mature' .. ,,. •. ~. Size ·the 
.ame for both .exe.7 " I t; " , '" . 

n;;; , 

P. '-5 and. beyond.. Ret 6rl:!!~1a punctulata a. "repre.ent.attv8 
o,ff lOCiLl",bio,ta". Certainly Ar!?ac1a bioassay 18 • valUa~~,.' 
ailsessment fboi;f ",ct'or;<, cl~"e=':n.~'o~,,; "of, "ff;.~en~, toxicity. 
Because the ArbAc~A test. is 10 standardized «rrd, ~c)pu'a:t:'t 1. 
U{'}~~r. t;~c;1~r;,J.. the t 1 t would be one performed fa" In.1'P,o~:tt\l\e 
. ,y".:r.4l'~, · ... I$:~~B'inent.,'!,o,f . ·PNS,YtdCO;.,~ ,,,,tlg,wevez::,,, 1~, 8hould not be 

, .,cb"i:ic;,'(jr'l •• ct f'aS 'b.~i'nqre,pre'J.pt;A,~!~e .of 'lOCAl . b'ot&~"ln the 
'-J ~ i j ~K'·' f< "~if ,-~ <"- ",. ,<, -' \'_,'-,,_ ;,l <t1 • , ~"J .. , .'1 

'~. am,," '~,'" Ie" ?, B, ~,',,',' ,,',~~i ~Y' j'i'lAmpe1{i.,CI" P~::8~Pi", &:,:t~.,~,,'" ;:::b.Cdi, :1<& nQ,Jt. 
t }.\ndlien~~',:~~: o~ Williter •• ':, Whii., ~,! t.~t. <l,n';,","",~ilcla,"'m&Y be 

useful' the"'re" 1. i·11,t;tle tva,~;~.' til; t,k~ZW ~.".'''''·I'e~u'lft. and 
trying to apply them to population moct.11n.. ", '" 

-"'-' 

In ganeral, the report fte.cl.~.t.o ,f-.,r%,et 9utr, ~nco~'1Itenc1e., 
eJrdo'm1"lla1;,!I ;~,~su~~,t4-tlS and generaIll bring 'concordance "&.' to' \".'l~. key 
f1nd.'£;ng.rt,of,;~~~'y.! (f,~19?8" .,",lid'!.e •• ' '", ," " 
,>, ";:f' I?~.~~"_' • ';:",(' ", ... 1'. \ ." • ':', .. ,' 'r~ 

. ,1,.~~I.~(l1' 'trabl'e 'S;';'1 at:iernptl t9; .et.' oIJ,:tre.ul t. arid .lr,cl·iadea a 
fur~h~Iil·· .t~~.~ l~~W£>~~ ~l;it.~'.:,. 'It' pr:o~~lr' '''9ul,~; b~,.~fpro;:Id.at. to 
rank ~'" ~hCP.if,' i.n ~~g~~d to t.heir .ela,ttve .v;,A1u." ~o "'PNSYj overall 
ob je~I~;I!J:~l~. , ' ! ,( i ." { " 
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