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NAVAIFAGU?@SENGNEENNGCOMMAND
16, INDUSTRIAL HIGHWAY
MAIL STOP, #82
LESTER, PA 19113-2090 N REBLY REFER TO

wsdag
Code 1823/JMC

Ms. Meghan Cassidy Coae
U.S. Environmental . Protectlon Ageney: Reglon I ‘
JFK Federal Building, HAN-CAN 1, i
Boston, MA 02203-2211 . -

Ms. Nancy Beardsley

Maine Department of Environmental Protection
State House Station 17

Augusta, ME 04333-0017

Subj: OFFSHORE ECOLOGICAL RISK ASSESSMENT, PORISMOUTH NAVAL
SHIPYARD, KITTERY, ME

Dear Ms. Cassidy and Ms. Beardsley:

From the beginning, the University of New Hampshire (UNH) has been
a valuable contributor to the offshore investigation and ecological
risk assessment (ERA). Their knowledge of the Piscataqua River and
the Great Bay Estuary has made their contributions as part of the
team of investigators led by Navy Command, Control and Oceah
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 the
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.

Sincerely,

\)VMW
JAMES M. CONROY, PE

LT, CEC, USN

Remedial Project Manager
By direction of the
Commanding Officer


lauren.stanko
Text Box


Encl: (1) University of New Hampshire fax of Octcber 16, 1995

(2) New Hampshire Fish and Game ltr of August 17, 1995

bty

Copy to: w/encl:

NOAA (K. Finkelstein)

EPA (P: Tyler)

USFWS (K. Munney)

Maine Department of Marine Resources (D. Card)
New Hampshire Fish and Game (J. Nelson)

PNS (Code 121.10, F. Endyke, ugbs} - 5 -
Brown and Root Environmental (M. Perry, w/o)
UNH (F. Short w/o) 3
NCCOSC (B. Johnston, w/o)
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TO Lt Jlm Conroy '

: Northern I)ivisjon

FROM Dr. Frederick T. Short, . .
JEL/UNH S . -
éDATE "16 October 1995 o
:RE Dratt TRA Review

: Clea y, this ERA represents a huge effort and: necessnates the organizing.and synil:sizing of a
treme adous v. ~ume of data. Additionally, the work was done under a considerable time copstraint. Under
the ci1;amsti;ces, Bob Johnston was able to:gathe. and present.the efforts of many, scientis+s, and his work
tis apprecmted However, there.are still some real problems with this document that must be corrected before
the final vemon comes out, I know that this will only add te.Bob’s werkload, but neverth@ess these
changes are unportant for the overall accuracy and <redibility of the.final Ecological | Risk As: essment for the
Port,smouﬂ; hiaval Shipyard. Iappreciated the opportunity to review the document again al 1his stage,
although I; tov, wasworking under a time constraint and my comments are pot presented in ;nanuseript .
form T will I"g happy to discyss-my. gormments and those of my colleagues.at UNH/JEL wiatyou and Bob.
Johnston Di David Burdick’s comments follow niine; unlike myself, he made comments ¢ the
;manuscnpt <+ cament, and his marked-up copy is being forwarded to you.

s, 4
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The . aft ERA often gives COC levels eIScwhere in the estuary f” rst, drawmg the < US away from
:the Stisyard. Or when presenting Shipyard level:: saves the worst news, for the end of th.:. saragraph, often
precet. vd by “addltlonally” or some other prefix th. 1 downplays the results.
This report is, always pointing in another dizection besides the Shipyard, to.the degt. e that it loses
credlblllty Clearly:there are other potential sources of contamination in the estuary but the purpose of the
ERA is to identify, thentla.l sourges from the, Shipyard. ) :
The I raft ERA does not acknowledge that although we are talkmg about past pracu( s, thcre may
'bc ongoing contamination, of the. estuary from Shipyard sources.
: -, Statesyent; that “no ecological. damage” was found in relation to SWMUS are 1nappxopnate since not
ispemfic surv: 7 of ecological damage was made.

Do The. ¢ -cument doesnqt present a balanced view of all the data available from our st 1dies; A
Gene:auy, the 12raft ERA takes a negative attitude towyrd data that tends to implicate the 8}.ipyard in the .
contr hution ¢ “ COGCs to the estuary and often that data tends to receive a very brief descript; »a. -
. The hisk Characterization is not clearly presented. It is difficult to understand how ~isk was

detf;rm ned al.l to get a real feeling for:the levels-or 2cological riskrinvolved. Diagrams shoving the Risk
Charac .erization methods should be included and the actual implementation of this process-l4id outip the text.

ey




In the concluding sections of the report, far too much emphasis is put on Phase I data Phase II data
4s not adequately included. The extensive quotations from the Phase I report are ot apprOpﬂate or
sufﬁc1ent
H There is an erosion of information through repeated presentatich, often in'$uth’ d wtzy that
poss1b111t1es become certainties as the'text progresses }-or instance, the causes of the” absehce of eelgrass in
Clark Cove are stated to be “unknown” at the beginaing of the volume, but by Sections 7 and 8, the lack of
weelgrass is being attributed to physical disturbance. In fact, we do not know why there is nc eélgrass in
=Clark Cove.

The choice of avian receptors should be changed.

DDT should be considered as a Contaminaut of Concern.

Seeps. aie hsmlssed as sources of COGCs t¢'the estuary Without:-foundation and dre n ot 1ncluded in
the Risk Calciilation: - =~ S LR : - :

Refe: 2nceto “highest levels¥instead of to pétizrns of hlgh levels is made throu ghct tthe text.’ This
practlce is misleading and can result in disiissal of htgh levéls-around the Shipyard: - o

- There aré many spelling, language; and-gramihir errors, especla.lly agreement of sub_]ect and verb,
throu ghout. Useof many acronyms withéut definition. o : -

The'way the repéit is curfently written, it-takes-a great deal of effort and'détéctive-work to figure: out
what i§' being sald. There is no summary thatis easily-aicessible afid readable that'detail§thé findihgs of ¥ -
ecolo gical risk-and thé'relation of that risk to the S pyard in terms of ptéxumty or pattemk ‘of dlstnbutlbn

i A Srvs, 1
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Specific comunents on the Navy ERA:
‘1-1 Section ‘.2 Line 4 remove “ecological”’; the sti:ssor is not ecological in nature

: - R i o : :

;151 Seéction 1:% Line'6 “area” ‘should read *“‘areas” - U R s
El-sl Sectio‘n‘" 1 2 Line 8*“stressor exposure lévels” shduld’read “levels of exposure to stfeé‘so‘ﬁ’f’

f #0 Line'9 “release of key contaminants of concern” should féad*“‘telease of contarina, s At this
jpomt no contaminants, let along “key contam.mants ‘had been 1deht1ﬁed ‘as belng of concern BT

1 1 Section 1.2 3rd paragraph Line 3 “identify key contaminarits’ shoiild ‘tead * Ydentify contaminants 6f
xconcern” The purposeof the study was t6 find all contamihants, hotto détermine “key”” cohtaminants

‘;1 -2 Include DDT in the list of contaminants of concéin at the top of page 1-2. What is néeded-is’a map of
:DDT levels ‘around the Shipyard and Pértsmiouth Harbior (see Fig. 4-15 pagé 4-25) and- a clsar stitement that
'DDT has not-been assocxated with SWMUs and *is- not a problem onginauﬁg from Seavey Tslandi + =~ ¢

©

E1 2 Section 1.3 Rémove “‘Zinc” and “nickel” and refet to Zn and Ni-and do: the same for PAHS; PCBs and
DDT i.€., hamie fully at fifst mention, and then us¢ initials.~- -~ * ~ -« & &= < = ¥

*
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1 2 Section 1 3 First paragraph “thie island” should be “Seavey Island™ and “DRMO" should be spelled out,
"srnce these are first mentions * ° S

E1 2 Section 1 3 “Sediments were identified as proximal sources of ...” should read “Sediments were
ldennﬁed asa sne of contaminant accumulation provzdmg secondary expasure to estuarine biota:”

_§1-2 Section 1.3 Paragraph Line 3 replace “indigenous blue mussels™ with “indigenous blue mussels and
‘eelgrass” C

i1-2 Section 1.3 Second paragraph Litie 6 “potentia! bio:.ccuriulation of PAHs * should read
;“bioaccumulai.ion of PAHs™ Did lobster and flounder bioaccumulate PAHs?

1 -2'Section 1.3 Paragraph 2'liné 9 *“pioduce the types™ should be * produce some of the types™ ®nly some
of the ecologro‘.al effeéts were shown in'the Pb expenrnents o P i

1 2 Section 1.3 Second paragraph Last sentence This is not a true statement. Water-borne exposure is
:xmportant but sois sedlment exposure ‘whieh is prOuably the cause of the anomalies in benthic community
5tructure in Clirk Cove, for 1nstance Leave this seatence out --"everything in' the estuary is water-borne or
drrect sedrment exposure and the sentence Just doesn tsay’ anythrn g 1mportant

%;1-2 Séétion 1.3 After ‘para‘graph 3: ‘add a new paragraph which discusses the other contaminants of concern
‘besides PPb. 1 suggest:

B

“Although Pb as a major contaminant ¢f ¢cuncern was directly linked in the ERA to Shipyard
~sources ‘other eontarmnants 6f concern were identified in"the éstuary near the Shipyard, have potential
sources on the Shipyard, arid ‘¢onstitute potential risk to éstuarihe biota and ecosystems. The exposure of
cstuarrne brologrcal receptors to other drvalent met ‘s 1n»~1udrng Hg Cu Zn and Ni is lrkely srrmlar to Pb
Shrpyard These and other contaminants of concera (x_,r Ag, As, Cd, as well as PAHs, PCBs and DDT)
‘were found i 1n elevated concentrations from biota s: mpled near the thpyard and may contribute to the
ecologrcal stress observed in the vicinity of the Shiy.yard.” o -
§1 -3 Section 1.3 Last paragraph line 1 “indicatés héavy mietals réleised™ should read-“indicates heavy metals,
,and perhaps organic contaminants”

' ‘Lisie 3 “catastrophic exposure and effects, and the- rapid™ should read:t‘catastiophic exposure and
'effects the lar 32 volume of clear-water tidal flushing i, thé lowéi-estuary, and the rapid” ,

: Li¢ 5 “low-level chronic exposure *shau'd be chronrc exposure" You have not defended Pb
‘or other levels as being “low” ifi the document 5 : ’

: : S .
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§2-5 Section 2.3 ‘Paragraph 3 Description of Section 4.0 should be a separate paragraph. This sectionis a
:rna1n thrust of the entire study and deserves its own paragraph. The last sentence should read, “Taken
_toget.her with Section 3.0, Section 4.0...

F1gure 2-1 has poor labels Hard to d15t1ngu1sh what is being labelled pamcularly Seavey Island and
Spruce Creek. Should include Pierces Island. B
%Figure 2-4 1s unreadable

%3-2 Section 3.2.1 Paragraph2 “The nature of the hazurdous materials,..” should read *“Th :hazardous
:materials.. T .
-3 Section:3.2.1.Paragraph 1 Line 4 from the bottom Here, you have converted from cubic yards (in the |
fI‘able) to cubic meters in the text. Test should read.;less t,l;an (orthe real number) %“192 a cubic meter is
éjlarger that a ~".bic yard. Is the JILF is still a recreational area?

3 3 Secu n-3:2:1.1. Paragraph.2 L1ne 1 "t.he Jandfill, would serve" should be “landfill rmght serve )

; L 2 “and would prevent”, should be ‘aud could prevent” The use of “would” aere 1s a very
odd const -uct: »a and implies a kind-of certainty:th:: we don’t really have. All the “would” statements n thxs
para graph nerd rewrniting. Since at least some seeps are lower salinity than the estuary, some fresh water is
‘moving through the JILF, creating a contaminant t:ansport pathway. The text should reflect these facts.

53:-4 Line 1 “'seepage samples” should be called *‘see» sumples™ throughout the study.
_523-4 Line 6 Levels-above trace levels.of inorganic ¢;'ntaminants have beecn l'du_nd,in: the seep samples.  See
ZCul:len and Arimoto “Trace level inorgvanic,analysis of marine and estuari,ne samples"

3-4 First fuli pa agraph Last l1ne ER-L has not yet l.zen deﬁned in t.he ERA document Detme the ER-L
fhere e ‘

:'.N/Iissing page 3-5 which contains section 3.2.1.3 ‘anr.ivl.:‘;.{z. 1.4 = i.e., SMWUSs #5 and 26

-6 Section 3.2.1.5 Wasn’t idal fluctuation obse¢.ved in the tank?

PR ol B R

3 6 Section 3.2.2 Paragraph 2 Line, 7 Were microi:al contaminants measure in s¢ep water as t.h1s implies?
'.'[f not, remove “seep” and write- 2 new sentence that ou:'ines seep sampling.

tngrLy ey

3 6 Section 3.2.2 Paragraph 3 “Measurements of 1.\:1pacts on™ should be “Assessment Loﬁji;;nggcts or .
Stressors on :.. were made by measuring the abundance of ...”

SAr P herthanrrerane
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3.7 Section 3.2.3 Line 4 “were targeted because ...signals™;should be “were targeted because these are also
1he sites of contarmnant accumulauon

* §UY 3 g W oae R KSR PY

3-7 Section 3 2 3 Paragraph 2 Line 3 “one upstream and one downstream should read one ad]acent to
Prerce Island and ane il a side ¢hannel of* Lrttle Harbor" Also until pow you have called it “PiercesIsland”
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3.7 Paragraph z Last sentence add “or both" to the end of the sentence -

g

3 7 Sectioni 37 ’3 Third paragraph ‘Line 8+ with stations visited by -should be *“with some stations from™ "

B LT IS A -”’ . s ¢ S T I

1 Title “Selecuon should be changed to “Determination” or “Identification” Selection sounds arbitrary.
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A—l Section 4.1.1 Paragraph 2 Last sentence Delete ‘pertinent”, What would it mean here? -- sounds: as'if -
there was a screen for pertrnence
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4—2 Section 4.1.2.1 Second paragraph It 1s incdriec to refer to the Prscataqua River and upper estuary
stauons as’“re erence stations.” Stations in the York River were the reference stations.
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54-4 Section 4.1.2.1 Is the Hg data based (in Fig. 4-1) on Phase 1 data only? The detecuo 1 hmxt resoluuon
problem §hould'avé been' cleared up in Phase 2 aittieniPhase 2 data should be.used:here ;ustead: See
Short and'‘Hoveén 1995 Cons Orye ¥ ta f 1o :

4—4 Section: 412:2/Line’3 » ‘Explain’” HQY acronyu: N . » ‘
Line 4 Do not put references in parenthe:es. when used as part of the sentence (same problem

1hroughout) = b B e e R RS REI S P
4—5 Secuon 4 ..2:2 l‘und’ér Aréf‘as”-'of @ence’rzn,-the"J amaica'Island’f‘:li’”stii-ri"tg:Shou‘ld be'“Jamaice Cove™ 4

=4-5 ‘Phi€ headwg:'Sedimerit Exposure™should-be ail. caps wrth a space below it to put it-at the same: level
.as WATER COLUMNSGREENINGEEVELS: . /s ot a sasids s . o e Lo W
Paiagraph 2 line 2 ° organrc data”™ should be - organrc contaminants™ Organic data for sediments
ans sSomettingwompletely differenit-o: i o & R, 2 :
el Lme 4 Spell out’ “Washrngton :

Tt o é-: oty ur

-5 Paragraph headed “Metals" Be gm ‘with Seavey Igizad 1nformauon then go onto reference stauons o
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4—5 Last paragraph line 2 WA -CL not previously deiined

4—5 Last para graph Line???? The correct microgram symbol should be used here and throu ghout
-4-5 through 4-6 My response to- t.he -Hg detecuon problem 18 that the 1nadequate analytrcal method creates a
;data gap which cannot be resolved without further study, unless there is sufficient Phase 2 data to address -
%the issue. If the data collected cannot resolve the issue, then this needs to be clearly stated as an area
§needing work'. Should be included in data gap table. . > . i

4—5 Top of page Give the station numbers for Aress of Concern and Referénce Areas. “Reference Areas™
—should be labeled “Non-Shipyard Statrons as nonv of those listed are true reference areas.

~4—5 Paragraph headed Metals ™ line 2 Do not refer to Prscataqua vaer stauons or Spruce (.,reek stations as
“‘reference.areas™ : E N - . e :
-54-6 Paragraph headed “Organic Compounds.” line 1 Figure 4-5 is not the screen for organrc compounds --
:rnaybe Figure 4-3? !

‘Line 4 Referencé stations aré in Figure <-4, not4-6 . ; P hsets

e N .

4—6 First paragraph under “Organic Compounds.” *3st line Need a figure on pesticide concentrations.
4—6 Se‘cond’rp‘aragraph under “Organic:Compouiids . Add ¥..., near the Shrpyard .to. the end of | the ﬁrst
isentence in the paragraph, Atthe end of the paragiuph, add * nea{r\,thg Dry Docks,” to the last sentence. .
~4—7 Line 1 and Line 3 A gain, incorrect to refer to Piscataga Riverstations as. “reference stauons™ "

. B T, RPN i, et o f B . e

4—7 First full pragraph Line 2 Again, incorrect to use reference station”

4—7 First full paragraph It would be far better to staic tk. 3 paragraph with the. followrng seni¢ ace; “Pesticide
'ER-M levels were exceeded for DDT in samples f: 3. numerous stations around Seavey Island, ‘but none of
ithe stations away'from Seavey Island (Appendix H1.D).™ Yoursentence. gives the impression that Seavey
JIsland has the same levels as elsewhere in the estuary, which is. srmply not backed by the data.

A4-7 First full paragraph Obfuscanon to state “at lear ‘ ope pesticide compound was elevated above ER-M
devels” when there are three pesticides (ACHLOR, [DDT and DDD), and many instances in Appendrx III.D.2
of values exceeding the ER-M at stations around thv: Shipyard -- and none away from the Shipyard. The
;sentence should read, “The pesticides ACHLOR, DT, DDD, and DDE exceeded ER-L toxicity thresholds
‘at almost all-of the stations near.the Shipyard.. -Additionally, the only instances of these pesticide compounds
K{ACHLOR. DDT, and DDD) exceeding ER-M levyls, rr\xostly in sediment core samples, were from stations

PRI I
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;around Seavey Island.”

i Screen for pesticides using pore water toxicity units does not seem to be sensitive or useful screen
although thig'can’t be determined from A ppendix IIT D.4, since the toxicity levels are not given.

§4-7 Last paragraph Line 6 “An” should be ? Ag, As?Zn?

-4—8 Frrst para graph Frrst of. all rnust be clear from the start that you are talkxn g, about seep Water Sentence
2 should read. “Two seep sampling stations (52 and 1008)
i Tk sentence 7 lines from the bottom of the first paragraph mixes Phase 1 (S2 and 53) results
wrth Phase II (1001 through 1008) results, and the fiitcring problem only applles to S2 and 53 samples.
’I' he 1001 throgh 1008 samples were collected thruugh a ﬁltratton system (but nota 0.4 y fllter) and these
:results were confirmed by the subsequent seep sampling of Cullen and A rimoto (1995).

The final sentence of the paragraph should be part of paragraph 2, since it is talking about water
column rather than seep, data, = . . -

'4—8 Next to last paragraph and following The stud:' .rea should be referred to consistently as the Pis‘cataqua
and Great Bay Estuary. Also, further into this sect:un, you talk about Great Bay Estuary stattons > as if
there were other stations. Should say “stations sampled for the ERA."

4—9 Must inclade a new paragraph, one which discisses the levels of contarmnants in mussels from around
the Shlpyard {% stations exceeding screening for vanous contarmnants) ’

=4-—10 Sectlon 4.1 3 Some of the SW’MUs have as yet undeterrmned ecologrcal damage Iti: 1nappropr1ate
to say “No ecological damage was observed espe ally when there is a potential pathway to the estuary. In
these cases, eclogical damage should be characte;ized as unknown This should also be . hanged in
-Appendrx V (2nd the sources of information for Ap enix V should be presented)

=4-10 Flrst para graph Only detects hrgh values relat\ ve to hlgh-end Seavey Island values. What 1f the whole
.lsland is elevated enough to affect off-shore levels? eg.. DDT?

*

4~ 10 Seqpnd paragraph line_s , What 1s “$33 ecological damage™?

4— 10 Paragrap‘a 4 line 2 ‘Yard was elevated shoule bhe ‘Yard is elevated” since these chemicals exrst in the
present and it 1s misleading to use the past tense

;4- 10 Paragraph 4 Line 6 A fter “porous fill at the site (McLaren/Hart 1992).” shoul‘d-l‘add a sentence saying,
“*Additionally, continuing shoreline erosion is a pots utial migratory pathway of contamination to the

S A s e ESTE N0 LEESR T D<€ REne



gestuary.“ S

: . Line 7 “NiCd" should be Ni, Cd
4—1 1 Paragraph 1'Line 2“JILF" should be “Seave Island” Sincé Seavey Island has been established as the
E.background for comparison ‘

4—1 1 Paragrapn 2 The charactenization of conditions at SMWU #10 1s not consistent with previous Teports
of this site. This whole paragraph needs to be rew; itten. Wheti use of the battery acid tank “wds stopped
udal ﬂuctuatton was noted in the tank whrch 1nd1c tes a d1rect pathway of Pb’ and sulfurrc ard to the
estuary How long thrs went on is unknown : ’ ’

4-1 1 Paragranh 4 Lrne U “of ANTH" should be of the PAH compounds (ANTH )" S e
4—12 Second fuil paragraph “#3” should be “#23” Additionally, SMWU #23 is very close’to the pile-
ﬁupported pie. construction adjacent to Dry Dock #:., and estuarine water surges ¢lose to that SMWU
Jocatton ,

IR

4—12 Th dfu'l paragraph "weré background detected ..bove at’ should be were detected 2t evels above

o

backgrou nd"

4—12 Fifth fuil paragraph Tine 1 Identtfy PHEN ai ¢ ¢ PYRENE as PAHs. This'paragraph d-es-tiot make ’
‘clear that the sscond burial vault was never found :z “d 7.1t its ¢onditiof is unknowd” Reéwni= to include
gthese facts.

4—13 Fustsect cn “With a change over to CERCL.. ...” should read “When the Shrpyard wis desrgnated
Superfund (C] lCLA) srte in 199 radronuclzdes becaﬁm= an vnportant focu> Yo

v
¢

;_4-13 Section +1.3 Headtng: iepell; ouf‘é&atéxﬁgams of Concern
Sectton < 1.3 \swrite first sentence. Asitstands, 1t i 1.aclear that COCs were identified based on the
=results oi *.he i RA Here you suddenly 1ntroduce *‘u .Jea of estuarme nsk although y0t .4d not clearly

1dent1fy risk g.7or to this. Ak

I question whether achemical hasto b Cﬁlsé and be found'at a SMWU to'be”1 Contaminant
.of Concern. If 1t s3 COPC and h1gher n concentr vr near the Shlpyard it should becorm a COC eg ,
pesttcrdes T . 47 :

;1—14 Wrong avian species See comments for 4-42.
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54—16 Section4.2.2Line-6"Contaminants may have-entered.." should-be “Contaminants-may-enter.."
dater in the same sentence “...or may have been released.,, ~should be “..or may be released...”,

24—16 Paragraph starting “The geochemical behavior...” Elghth lme frorn the bottom: "particular-hound"
should ‘be {parucle-bound™ or “‘panticulate-bound”

=3 Must include this idea: .*'Bioturbation may bring buried contarmnants back to the surface

f4—17"S’ectr’on 4.3.1.1 ‘hne 4 “tertatdgenic" should be “teratogenic™ . o
4—21 DDT should be included in the Ecologlcal Effects Assocrated with COCs

4—23 Section 4.4 Conceptual Model Thxs section is often written in the past tense 1n such a way that a11
;J.ransport on contaminants seems to have happened:iuthe past. Rewrite so that “were dispersed™ , etc., are
in the present tense, i.c., “...are being dispersed...”

LR . -

?4—22 Bulleted secuon What does the second bulleted phrase mean? Must be rnade eiearer

4-22 Last ser «nce of paragraph beginning “Direct measurement...” If we are reporting ou the *'...nature
‘and rang: of ¢ ological effects...”then.contaminam oncentration. in tissye should be included as part of
?;endpoint asse. sment (see also Table 4-4, p. 4-49)

4-23 Second paragraph Line 2 “Fig. coc2” needs correct figure reference

:
N

4—23 Second paragraph ‘and ude water mﬁltrauon shc uld. be added after via groundwatex routes ag l
evrdenced at JILF and SMWU #10.

4-23 Paragraph 3 Do not say “and to some extent, t'.¢ relative magnitude of transport.™ The magnitude idea
:was removed ‘1 >m the present model- . - . O 70 L O

f4-23 Paragray h 3 The conceptual model, as summanzed here, says absolutely nothing about the Ships;ard
’t.he subject.or ‘tis entire study. As I've said before, there must.be some accountability of the Shipyard, or.at
dJeast the 12881 ulity of such, built into this model. Add in front-of [*1)™ I'#) the Shlpyard is the potential
‘source o met. 13 (narne thern) PAHSs, PCBs and ND7 that were drsposed of in SMWUs or. Seavey

Islénd » . P, - Tt ] 5 . Ve e [ S et

4—23 Paragrapn 4 Inconsistent with Figure 4-19, v iiich does not show “Clark Cove, and th+. greater estuary
proper.” Canuot equate Seavey Island with Clark (.'ove alone. The model depicted in Figure 4-19
érepresent‘sfth"e%mdve'rneﬁtoﬁ;écntanﬁnants from Sezvey Island tothetwo sub-systems.of the sstuary and the
§nput of other sources to these same.two systemis. I .

LTI b MO I e e
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: 4-24 First paragraph * removing themn from'contact with ecological systems.” should be .. from contact
ivith ecological systems except where bioturbation moves particles back to the surface sediments, ™

. . s . S
“ 05 B X A N Ly o [ O [

4-24 First full paragraph Leave out the sentence that begins “A-major source of uhcertatnty " Other..
-sources of COCS do ndt cteate unce*rtarnty in the models, but are rather a ‘problem of data interpretation.

f4—25 Figure 4-1 The map of metal contaminants-ia blue mussels from Phase II should also be presented,
especrally since the Hg data from Phase I had a proolem of high detections limits.

2L i
ERE

,,,,, 4:2 8 Frgure 4—4 “Reference Areas" should be “Non-Shlpyard Areas" After “for" add “sedlments from™

] R £ H

-4-29 Figure 4-5 Omit “Sediment HQs"After “for” add ‘*sediments-’from"

3

-4-30 Figure 4-6. Reference Areas" should be “Nun Shtpyard Areas" After “for" add “sedlments from

= ! 5 i <
N i e SrEe

4—31 Frgure 4—7 After “for” add “sedrments from

Y “ PR
W W L, e

?4—32'Figzli're"‘"458?."2"'reference"lsh*ould be “non-shipyard” After ¥for" add-i'sediments from™

A v

Add new figures for hazard quouents for DDTs

A LY ! '~ of Cy . N : -
—4—33 Figure 4-9. Both screens 1dent1fy COPCs for surface water. The box for mussel resrdues should be
deleted and the arrowredirected to the surface water box. » - - e S Nt e

-4—34 Frgure 4 10 Add “Based on Phase Tand II data.”

a

4—35 Regardi .z Figure 4-11, there should be a con.murable ﬂgure showmg the drsmbuuon of Hazard
Quot.tent Scretn results for sedrments

(€ N T AN WU o 3+ P 4

Frgures 4-12 through 418 Armréws indicating- ex;.n jnre points aré not ¢onsistentior clcar Point to every.
exposure pornt Or use a drfferent kind ‘of arrow:! = o S

B o e
s N PR
E 5 T, ooy

4—36 Figure 4-12. Flounder should not be included --1t’'s a benthrc species generally not consrdered to feed
-m the pelagic food chain. And surface water is also a Proximal Source and needs a label and an arrow from

Exposure Pélnts R T R T R

R i

?—37’“’Fi§u‘re—%?%- 13. Add drrows froifi‘exposure points to-prey-species and surface:water boxes:(proximal.
isources). Add to legend “(see Figure 4-14 for eelgrass cxposuré pathways.? - - -~ . g .
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-4—38 thure 4-14. To the two Eelgrass boxes, add “Roots” to the top box and “Leaves™ to the bottom box

Frgures 4—15 and 4—13 Why mplude Ruppza responss in non-seagrass exposure pathway dragram.s‘?

~4—41 Figure 4-17; Black ducks don’t eat algae, and eat only eelgrass seeds. Canada geese would be a
‘better herbivorous waterfowl candidate. Abundance of fucoids.are not a measurement endpornt because
waterfowl don t eat them.

54—42 Figure 4--18. Most demersal fish do not feed from the surface water; remove “demeisal” from this
box. - Cormorants don’t eat;mussels! Either move arrow; to come frgm Pelagic finfish or replace Cormorant
wtt.h Sea Gulls. Remove the grey arrow from Measurement Endpoints to the pelagrc—to-osprey arrow,
because there 1s no measurement endpoint in this case.

4-43 Figure 4 19. Put an oval around Seavey Island, like the one.around “QOther sources,..” Atpresent, it
1ooks like it all comes from Clark Cove, which is incorrect. That will allow the arrows to come from all of
Seavey Island. Add-“PCBs, DDT" tothe Stressor list under, Seavey Island and replace “Mt als" with “Cr,
N 1".1n the. Stressor: list under Other Sources to agree w1th the text. .

< : : : N L.

~4—44 Fi gure 4-20. Drop Fucoids; they are not eater by water fowl. Replace black ducks with Canada
;geese Repladf cormorants with sea gulls. Run an arrow from the sediment to mussels and label it

Suspended Sediments” Replace “Benthos” with “I:.vertebrates” i

' 3
. “LAA« N

=4—45 through 4—46 Table 4-1. Do not refer to Ref in the heag;gg -- again, these are n_trexerence .
stattons Reference stations are-defined.on'3-7: 2.4n Yerk;:1 at.the Isles of Shoals. Say GI’ stat:ons ete.
State Whether this is Phase.I or Phases I.and II data. Under N.T];ES (P: 4-46) “see p 4-3" r~hou1d be ‘see

~4—47 Table 4 L “Suhvan Pornt" should be “Sullrv.,n Pornt" Add DDT under Sulhvan Poirt and probably~
for Clark Cov» and elsewhere, as per Phase: Il data A dd figure showing DDT concentratwns at stattons in

Ponsmouth H.uvbor like; Frgure 4-1.that shows DDTis not-a problem. connected to the Shrpyard

4—48 Table 4-3 Le gend and headrng should read “E.stuanne Receptors of Concern" Flounder should be
‘under the Epibenthic category. Revise species per co.aments.on ﬁgures on exposyre pathvays; eelgrassis a
=receptor of pelagrci or-water column,; habitat., ot

i : ‘ i N

4—49 Table 4-4 Remove ﬂounder and mussels fron- pelaglc cate gory along wrth ﬂounder and mussel
‘measure endpomts. Put flounder in the eprbenthrc category. Tab lobster over to measurement endpornts
‘column. Add “tissue concentrations” to “Eelgrass abundance and morphometries’’ and 1o "Mussel
abundance and condition™ and to “Lobster abundance and condition” andto Spartma Spp.

- &
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;4—50 Table'4-5 COC residues in blué mussel, Temperiture’ Salinity, Nutrient concentration, and Current
=structure are N OT “Exposure Measure(s)” and should not be listed under Surface Water. Geotechnical
charactensucs are not 4 sedirhént exposure:measiire. Under Biota, add Lobster and Saltrmarsh, & -
i

Text of Chapter Sis‘iinbalancéd with too much lobster and ﬂounder Add text and figures'for mussels
eelgrass ind salt marsh fromi‘the appropridte reports. : <o o

TR

tumo

5—4 F1rst 11ne 200 pounds per day really’7
45 -4 Second full paragriph Nextto last sentence This brings up a question-about-the model: where is the . -
-rest of the introduded lead rethoved to, if niot'in sedimentationor- ﬂushmg to the Atlantic Oc¢ean? See Table -

‘5 2 k A '}

o

.5 4Last paragraph Lme2 "th 52" should be * F1g 53" et B

: IR

_S 6 Top paragraph Models are inlierently leds accurate because of the diffiéultly of fully representing -

;physrcal processes over such a large scale with thathematical constructs; hot'because “*...they are themselves
idependent on the field measurements™ although this is a small factor in the model inaccuracy'.

Lo LR . [ P ] ~ JEY £ o - e . s .
- + e : AL A By Ao . EE [ - at T . PN

— [ - pee o3 S
:5-6 Section 5% Exposure Scenarios -

o
Paragraph 1 of this section 1s not adequa\:e Greatly oversimplifies some very i ortant
:processe= an& dlsrmsses other scenanOs “With uhfounded ddsumptions’such- as™: it is-expeei d thatwater
column exp sure would e’ short term and’probably testricted 1o local-s6urces.™ Theré'is no justification for
the ¢laim ‘of shiort term exposure The modellmg evércise just completedsuggestedthat material would 4
:move around in the watér ¢oluimn f& ‘Quite 2 ' whilé: A faras “restricted tolocalized sources” goes; we -
(know from the field data and as 1mp11ed by the mo:lelling, some poruon of the contaminant: :ve spread
throughout the esthary. ‘Tt inay bé convénieht'to sev *rely limitthe s¢enarios,; but-I¥m not«cor vineed:it’
;prowdes a u_seiul or apprOprtate represeﬁtat.ton of estuaniné‘conditions. - For exampleyblue n usséls at the
-DRMO may b continually exposéd to elevated Pb coucentrations from groundwater transgict, or run-off; or
dust and i in fact t.he elevated concentrations in muaisel tissue suggest t.hat the exposure is no’ short term.

it

1

Fid % . . . 3 r . H bd

5-6 Second full pardgraph T don’t Uél‘i’évéWé* fri€dsured receptor exposure to phyto‘p’lankton ®n t.he ot.her.-as
:jnand I think what you mean to say here (in the first line, for instance) is “benthie- exposure“séenario"; this -

would also be .>ue in 11ne t.hree for eptbent.htc and water column exposure scenanos . Eelgrass leaves and

5-7 Secohéf' f'i'i] para‘graph lfiﬂe"? "'ﬁé%‘iﬁte*'fo‘r claﬁty’f - 5
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5 8 Frrst three paragraphs “u”, should be “u” Thrs 12 actually a problem throughout much of the report

iy
Y
<, 7 kel

5 12. Formulae *u” should be ;4
5-12 Formula as presented is.not correct An evaluatton of the equattons as grven produces Metals =
Unﬁltered It's unclear exactly what operation was done to the data.

¥

W

5 12 5.4. 2 3 Fxrst paxagraph “under a drarn runnlng landward" should be “subsurface flow emanating from
ithe ground below a pipe draining JILF. Station 1008 was across the street from the storm drain that drains .

ft.hebacksrdeof]arnarca,l,sland” B L

3 12 Last paragraph This paragraph dismisses the b and Hg data from the April 1993 seep sampling
because of one contaminated blank sample. This ¢yiuld be considered an outl_.rer and dropped, srnce the fall
1993 samplrng confirmed the range of concentrations seen in the spnng Rewnte

5- 13 Last par agraph Very hard to follow, Rewrite.

5-14 Frrst ful paragraph Thrs paragraph should summanze the areas wrt.h hrgh exposure fox all COCs and

‘notjust rank tiv:miin-terms of which areas had highest exposures. “Jamaica Island area’ 1s not the correct

P v “ie g

;desrgnatu n -- saoyld be.“Jamaica Cove”
,5—14 Second full paragraph Not appropnate to say the “hrghest Pb accumulatton occurred an the .mussels

_from Pepperrell Cove™ since they do not appear (Fig. 5-6) to be srgnrﬁcantly different. Since the deployed
mussels probably were significantly different from the indigenous mussels, it appears that thz deployment
-may not have been long enough for sufficient exposvge,

Y N 2 R PP

5 14 Section >4.2.4 First paragraph This paragraph dismisses sarnpling the seeps and dismisses sarﬁpling
the mussels to [ nd out about the seeps, when neither one has been sufﬁcrently studied to dmw such
iconclusions. lu the previous section, it’s stated tha: there is no valrd Pb or Hg data from the seeps due to
‘contamiratict 2nd instrument errors. If this g the case, nothing can be concluded about the seeps Wrthout

further study. e P 1.

;5—15 On¢ blank sample of 3 was contaminated.

NN

é5—15 First full paragraph Discussion of fresh wate: organisms doesn’t make sense. A’dditionalﬁly, we can’t

v‘,leave out Pbiand Hg data from the. drscussron of sex 0. Both likely have hrgher correlauons (seep fo

.rnussels) than some of the other metals.. Compare seep blank data from both. studres (spnng and fall 1993)

Lo

;5-16 Last-paragraph Several of the conclusions he: . are unfounded. The whole paragraph has a split: it ,

a0 w e (rtmn B 01 e



calls for more study of seeps while sounding dismissive of any seep findings. We didn’t measure all of the
§eeps 'so concluding that elévated mussel metal levels are not seep reldted because the mussels are not near a
measured seep 18 incorrect (eg. mussel station 163 was near a flowing seep which was not sampled in the
Apnl 1993 or any other seep sampling). Therefore, we cannot conclude that: organisms living niear'the seeps
have been adequately compared to seeps. We simply don’t know how limited seep water influence is
Wit.hout a comprehenswe seep wifer study and we cannot say “‘Seeps are not contnbuting significant -
quantmes of metals to the waters of the Piscataqua”. For examiple, thiere is a large seep’ énteting Clark Cove
from the JILF that has not been sampled Also, we have no measures of seep flow rates, which it is implied
here that we do Therefore the inputof COCs to the esruary from seeps cannot be. disrmssed i :
§:5—18 First full paragraph A gain, listing the highest concentrations is not useful or r‘eprese’ntative1~of the
_%results of the study,

)
v, ‘
4 ERE

5 18 Séction 5.4.5.1 First paragraph The Yotk Harbor samiples weré colléeted to be thie refeience
population for Portsmouth' Harbor samipling in Phase I (see 3-7). ‘If this Was not'deemed appropriate at
'some later dat., that should be stated here.
5 24 Section neaded “Lobsters” Second full parawraph Last two sentences More likely, the adult lobsters
:have had less’ exposiire to PAHs ‘due to their high dégree of tobility.: In the last sexriténce,juvénile lobsters:
imay have 1 irioré ‘direct contact with soutces of PAH < oat:mination because theylive in sediment.burrows and
ithey may actuzlly have longer term exposure becauss th.ey have stayed 1in a given area’lofigs: than adults:

‘A dd this sentence at the end of the paragraph: “Juvcuile lobsters in residence around the S 1.pyard had
higher levels of’ PAHs than’ juveniles from t.he Isles of Shoals and than larger lobsters from ortsmouth
Harbor Lo o ‘ ' v g S

'5-23 Section 5.4.5.3 Must consistently create paragraphs that deal with one COC: Otherwue this 1svery .
:difficult to follow, with six different lobster endpoints and several sampling locations.

.
phe

2_5-25 Thioughout the page “u™ should be “_u" ‘contiu ng onto page 5-26 + ¢ ST M

5:25 Last paragaph This paragtaph is véry confus‘i‘ng. 1 don’t thikik all of itis comeet: aémunce 2 and the -
<data in Figure 5-29 contradicts the statements in thu first sentence. :
: i

%5—28 and 5-29; Discuss Hg in juvenile lobsters as a !inc.ng, since 1t was higher than sub-legal adult even:
§though it may not have been statistically signiﬁcant

. &5

*

-5 29 and 5 30 Section 546 More extenswe summary is‘needed fo ‘preserit the- Signiﬁcant findings resulting
from mussel studies. Figures should be reprodiced from Short and Hovén 1995. - -

530 throﬁgh 5.32 Section 5.4.7 More extensive summary is needed’heré, as well, to present the - °

I T TR SRR
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srgnxﬁcant findings of these studies relative to results from other biota. This sectiori is Supposed to'edver
.Exposure Point Concentratmns and none are given. Also ﬁgures and/or tables should be presented

55-3,3 Last paragraph Very unclear. Doesn’t appear to reflect the Stressof response’?ouhd' for Clark Cove.

F gure 57 Whypresent thrs? o

i v E et B S

i,
Z Fo

L g . ’
gure 5—8 It's not that they re non-seep stations; 1t s that seep samples weié not collected at those s1tes

concentratJons measured at seep should be “concentrations measured in"thussels’ at seep™

k)

U

emnn
o

nok el s prana

Fxgure 5-9 “ermcentrations measured at seep should be “Goncentrations measured in mussﬂls atseep”

6— 1 Sect;on 5.0 Deﬁne"‘effeots eone'enUatlons"

6- 1 Conc erns about receptors rarsed ln Chapter 4 st111 apply, and 1mpact the chorces of* effems

et
<

concentrauone presented n Table 6- 1
;?6-3 DDT doe% exceed sediment screening levels at five of the seven stations Wwhere toxicity was obseived
19,16,17,18,23)  This should be included.

.

-3 Section 6. 2 2.1 Line 4 “exposure of sperm, and” si.ould be “exposure of sperrito Wa er samples, and”

e m TR

6 S5 Secuon 6./.3 Wrdgeon grass is not a specxes ré presentative of local blota‘ not 1s the' eamern purple sea
chin. They wre stand-xns because of lack of information on local bidta. This'mustbe made clear ’
throughout Chapter 6 The lxrmts of extrapolaung results froin these spec:es ‘to‘effectsion Sp( c1es actually
ffound inthe & reat Bay Estuary must be d1scussed i Secuon 6 2 page 62 ‘¢ ¥

;6—10 Section .2.3.2.1 Giveresults for Shipyard fi-st! This should ‘be done throughout:‘

6 10 Se.iion 3.2.3.2.1 Second paragraph From thu uresentauon it looks as if Pepperrell Cove 1sn t a good
reference site. If it’s true that Pepperrell Cove ha: such hxgh values it should be- explained. ’

%6-10 Section é;‘i.S.Z.l Second par{ag.‘raph;“ﬁE’;{plain".:‘EM' and AVS briefly : Coen

2

)

6 16 Last paragraph It is not appropriate to charact\ iize ranges in contarmnant concentrauon as

: occasxonally 2ssociated with adverse ecologlcal erfeets wh by definition they may ocevr up to 50% of
fthe time. And “frequently” shotild be changed fo a térm thit friore clearly ithplies oVér'50% ' if thie tirmé.
7—1 Besides a the technxjcal int_eructor}; 's'tu'iff‘, an 'i?indersta'ndahl;e'and‘ teadable introductiof: to'the Kinds 'of

4
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irisks lopked“f.er and found is needed.
;7—2 Section 7} The section doesn’t include effects found on sea urchins, mussel growth, toxicity to
amphipods, salt marsh stress. Where are they?
;7—2 Section 7.2 First paragraph Fifth line from the bottom “...it may be related to contaminant exposure
but most likely is due to...” should be *“...it may be related to contaminant exposure, "but other factors..."
;Also the only current * sxgmﬁcant level(s) of d1sturbance is the marina operauon The other items should
"be deleted. The next to the last sentence 1n thls paragraph should read ‘_‘ ; 1t may be related to contamiinant
*exposure but other factors 1nclud1ng sediment type, water clarity, and marina operatmns could also be
contnbutmg to the fact that no eelgrass exists in most of Clark Cove.”
7—3 First full paragraph. Here is a typical example of the writing that makes this report so dlfﬁcult to
:follow The one real result, and the reason for the r.aragraph, is several sentences down, ‘and is préfaced by
Addmonally, " as if4t were an afterthought Then two sentences are presented in a way that appears to
Jmnlrmze the finding of an adverse ecological effect. A reader who did not know the result a! ready -that
17% of the benthic anomaly is attributable to COCy -- would, I believe, not be able to fi gure out this result’
by reading the paragraph. Put it up front.

27-4 First full paragraph Should begin with: “Elevated levels of C(SCs found in lobster indicate a chronic
épollution prot lem around t.he Shipyard.

7-3 throuyh 7-7 Difficult to understand at best. No overall clear explanation of what 1s being done here.
What 1s 2 mussel.critical leyel? What are you try1n° to show')

! . It seems as if pred;cted water column qoncentxauons are calculated from mussel ussue levels but
then these pro_;ected levels are not compared to wa1 ar quahty cntena to detemnne if, in the’ absence of "
xd11u’uon by the estuary, these water column concen 13tions would be of high risk. Since pred-cted water

.....

;mportant source of COCs?
?7—6 Middle cf l;he page What 18 “FCV™? ‘Iﬁot:deﬁnc.d abcize‘.
?7—7 Paragrarh beginning “The the critical values estimated...” Use % sign consistently t.hroughout

7-7 through 7-8 Section titled “Eelgrass™
- This section does not adequately characteri: 2 b:oaccumulauon of COCs by eelgr..ss Dlscusses

:only root uptake. Btoaccumulat;on by eel grass | leaver needs to be drscussed
5”7-8 Eighth line from the bottom ... with eelgrass ped samphng stations (Short and Hoven 1995).” should
*be the end of a paragraph. Asa be grnntng to the nc 41 paragraph, state ‘that “Eel grass can bioscetimulate
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-metals through its leaves from the water column and through its roots from the sediment. * *...causing
.rnetals to become more biologically available to the biota.” should be “...causing a change in bioavailability
of metals within the sediment,” i . e b b e i

: % . An additional paragraph is needed desciibing the pattern of broacqumulauon in eelgrass ussue
around Seavey Island with ‘particular reference to the SMWUs. and seeps. Include figures 4.and 9 from -
Short 1995, by wen e ag

7 8 Section 74 . ou R ST .. o
Tofucrty is Hiot deﬁned : * LTI Py . »
:* The firstsentence sliould read “Toxicity in amphipod exposure test was not observed 1n ﬁeld
edrments frora any of the stations that were considered to be mussing eelgrass (...), but benthic organism
istress and toxicity to sea urchin sex ¢ells was prescnt at several of these stations.
ssteria” "shouldbe “Zostera”’ - e S
" Lide S ‘=-"1"ox'1c1ty was...” should:be “’I’o‘ucﬂy to_.. T was;dr Is: th:s RHPPMJ .
Next sentence “However,.contamination:levels... 'should be rem,oved since thrs vas a, result of
adequate experimental design 1n the study of Nac c1etal. 1994,
Next:sentence "Physiological Stress...” should read ““Physiolagical stress-on eelgrass shoot -
‘growth :Was~o‘t serVed on shoots thatwere transplarited near seeplocations in Clark'‘Cove and J amarca5Cove

-.1 R

'

v

uu.xmnuw thewr b

sedrments Eote L S S PR ST S -
. La ' paragraph-ofisection. Include the followrng sentence in the paragraph 'To; 1crty to.sea,.
°urch1n ses. cel's was observed at several stations in Clark Cove where benthic anomalies, sait marsh §tre‘;s,_

d eelg: 48s a1 %jence were also 1denuﬁed

© e e "

e e Y

WA am

“7-9 ‘Séction "5 First paragraph L.me 7 Remove the sentence- that starts ‘Thrs assumpuon would be .
-mvahd.... T) ¢ assumption is valid, but the reasoring is incorrect. There may well be significant sources,
‘of these COCS, ‘as‘theré isfor Pb (foriinstance), bu" tae-large flushing:and.mixing effects are the reason that
fsurﬁfce water‘coneéntratiotis are low: This should v*:nsade clear. .- -, -

o - L " T A L . 7 b
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T'he conceptual model does not predict#orshould not. predrct) that exposure WO, d be short-term,
"because for ex ymple, a continuous source of contaminant could create continuous exposure, resulting in an
1solated exposu ¢ that wrth adequate ﬂushmg, vrould show no apparent water column copevutration,s

i E 3 . . . Eoogt 0 M . , .
z 4 . [N gy " S g . 4

7 9 Seeohd pr ragraph Use! the % sign const'stently throughout Give the, Cu and N percentages for Clark .
Cove - these should come ﬁrst as they were the hrgheﬂt and major ﬁndrng« and did exceed JVQC

gz P4
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-7-9 Third para graph Use the % srgn consrstently
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i7-10 Section 7 6 First paragraph 1 do not understzr-d whytnsk 1s:hot: calculatedh or. seep da 3, §ince seeps
Tnay increase tIhe exposure to local biota, (eg. muss:Js} and can result in elevated concentrations of COCs in
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Ethe water colurnn, as’ sho(’vn by Cullen and Annmoto.. Explain.

i
# Yy

’7-1 1 There does not seem to be any Table 7-4 or 7-5 , .
. Aés ‘mentioned’ earlier; black ducks do not feed on ‘eelgrass leaves, Sparting- leaves or fucoid
‘seaweedd. Cormiorants do not eéat mussels and rarely, if ever, eat flounder, and osprey rarely eat.flounder.
iAlternate avian receptors were recommended earlier.

¥7-11 Section7.7 This section seems out of place in a presentation of Risk Characterization. {In addition, -
'ecological considerations are not really presented here, as predicted by the title. What i3 presented seems
unduly ne gau"e -as if the only alternatives for a rigk manager are “destructive' remediation™ or “residual
contarmnanon ’ - ; - '

*

?7-12 Using the excerpt from Munns et al. 1994 as the only major section that-discusses the.magnitude of
grisk, the spatial extent of risk, and recovery potential seems very inappropriate. ‘This was part of the Phase I
%repé'rt 'aﬂ&’fdergaiﬁly more 18 now knovn'about the character of risk tosthe estuary.
2’7-15 Séction 7.9 First paragriph I'don’tunderstahd why the “‘other indications of stress™,a: e not
iconsi’dere‘d»'t'cfi’b‘errisk‘: “Whydre they-considered: ‘subtle:effects™?:This:seems to me to be ar-arbitrary -
;separation of 's¢ me risks from others. The selection of Pb or other factors may not have beeu the correct
ichernical stréssors to ekplam ithese’ responses, rather thin indicaturig:the other indicators of stress are not
1mpo1‘tant i '

© 7-15 Sec .)nd garagraph We are not just interested 1n “appreciable risk” which is a judgemeat for the risk
manager 16'm-ke: ‘Also, this paragraph ‘neglects-the erfectsof: seeps ‘which-I.do.net.believe were credibly
drsrmssed above. . 24 ' W s e
i+ ®ri Phird and*fourth paragraphs The most 1mportant ﬁndmg (le ‘most.si gmﬁcant fir.ding of rxsk)
presented in each of these paragraphs 1s talked about in the last sentence, where it should be presented in the
First. Addmonally, these paragraphs switch betwewa presenting results of probabﬂmes and 1s percents,
whrch is conf’usmg to a- reader/rev(ewer Use percents only. :

" cqs g e s o i .

;7—15 thréﬁ”gh”, -ié-Last“pa‘rfa‘graph of-‘Seet,-ibn 7:9 A.gain, wha,t; is-“appreciable level of risk”?, This should be
Epresented more clearly/quantitatively, and should be included in the summary paragraph, above. The
,remamder of this paragraph is a repnnt of a earlier paragraph In the summary, some ¢learey statement of the
:results and thex meaning is needed. -+ * | - P - . - ey

: A final paragraph would be useful, summarnzing the true risk ﬁndmgs and their implications.

i

Figure 7.3. Nowhere does this state that the plant 1n question is eelgrass. “root+rhizome biomass
suggested should b'e eelgrass rhizome: length based on™

. . - : £
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;IFigure 7.2 Le gend should read “PAH accumulation factors..."
e -

‘Figure 7.3 Le gend should read “Obsérvéd wWatér eolumin concentrations of Pb for'Clark Cove (CO), Back
Channel (BC) and Portsmouth Harbor (PHY and two comparable predicted “TPb conceéntration (explain two
predzcted results) calculated fromm mussel tissué’ concentrations of Pb:” "S6urce of musséls-at’s isnot
1dentiﬁed and the relationship betiveen stations “and points is not clear. Additionally, this 1égend should say,
i These results illustrate the degrée t6 Which miussels cai take 1 up’Pb frofh the water'ecluma despité the lack
f any measurable concentration in the ‘water column Include seep water levels.

' ',

?,Figure 7:4. 'she legénd doesit't adéquately ei’tolain ihis figute. It appears that the risk of mussels from the
‘Back Channe] is extremely high, as is risk from elsewhere in the estuary. It would be useful to also present
ithe probability distribution of non-$Shipyard stationyand to give the point or desighation for Mussel Watch
‘high. Sea urchin effects seem to be a rather inappropriate measure of risk for this study. A cifferent
measure of critical value should be considered

YR I

Figure 7-5. Le gend should explain what PHEN i§ahd whit gfoup of cheémicals it represents. As with - ¢
Figure 7-4, a plot ‘f non- ShipYyard stations'would be iiformative. Are'thé Portsmriouth Harbor stations (n=
{129) the same as “All stations n=129" from Figure 7-4?

Figure 7-6 Shorld be “...éelgrass root+rhizome tissue and associated sediment...”

1y .
. Vi

Figure 7-7 Need to givé the data source for this figure. Are these actually Surface water Pb concentrations?
:and 1s the dis) :;ence between Great Bay Estuary and the Upper Estuary just the result of flushing and.
=dilution'7 Per..aps 1nclude the plot for non—Shipyard Portsmouth Harbor data The 1mportan »¢ needs to be
stated S Cor

'Figure 7 8. This plot indicates a high degree of nsl-. and is not discussed in Chapter 7. What about Clark
E Cove seep data'7 or “does * .T amaica Island" really mzan “JILF"'7 If so it should say so.

'Figure 7-9. Ruppialeaf EC20 looks to be an inappropriate measure for this study This figure legénd
should explain the importance of the findings; the text should indicate that a large part of the risk probability
for Clark Cove indicates fisk at the ER‘ L level . =

24k .

z

?.Figure 7-10.,, Again, explain the importance of the ﬁndings. Include non-Shipyard probability'di’stribution.

~useful Show probability distribution for ﬁon-Shmyard

8—1 Section'tB.O. ‘Fitst paragraph. This ﬁafﬁg’f’-aﬁh sétis up 4 false dichotoriy. A% stated here, the entite study
is undercut by the statement "The contaminant-receptor approach does not adequately address the ecologival

EERLEIRD v A



'significance.of potential nsk...” But the contaminant-receptor approach 18 exactly the one used inthe ERA.
The paragraph goes.on to say that “holistic approach” will show ecologxcal risk to be * readxly apparent”!
1mply1ng that a system must be as de; graded as New Bedford Harbor in order to have ecolo g:cal nsk The
]ogxc falls -apart because.the premises are: false The ecological nisk to be reported here Is, by deﬁnmon ’
based on the studies done for the ERA, Pulhng in anotuer basis for estabhshtng nsk, a non-quantltatwe one
—at that, is unscientific and. undercumng of the entm cttudy and all the work do e.

LEZENN

8 1. Section 3.1. The Synthesxs of the Ecolog1cal ‘udy is based predominantly on thehith.sr\ IAstudy as
summar;zed 1p Johnston et.al. 1994d. The entire, $ L GO should be 3 more comprehenswe assessment based
on all Phase I and Phage II findings. - . . .

r ;¢ “Ecological Regources” section title i o apprppnate as the sectton does not pre&ent a
descnptmn of ecolog;cal resources, o, B
58-2 Winter-flounder abundance and distribution (first full paragraph) is not an appropriate neasure of the
health of th= pelagic community. Or drop the phytuplankton and call th1s Fish Commumty Ifthisis a
sholistie approach, the current condition of low fisheries.catch of ﬂounder in the . GBE should be a mam top1c
of this discussion.

8-3 First paragraph Line 8 “Riscataqua Reference 2™ should be “Piscataqua Station 27 .
—: Linc 11 Rewrite to state “Grizzle found that beyond factors that naturally contribute to infaunal
,specxes variance (grain size, eelgrass presence, ammznung to 55%), metals and PCBs accounted for 13%
and 3%, respectively; of the...

T . RIS

8-3 Second paragraph Line 3 “estuarine mesocosm .;uld ' should read “estuarine mesocosris or in field '

:expertments ce ald

8 4 Last parw: aph Short and Hoven descnbe elevated t1ssue concentrauon of metals found around  Seavey
Island indica. 1 ¢ areas of concern and hot spots of COC. Th1s should certatnly be included in the Synthes1s
_of the Es,t,.u,ant..e Study.
‘8 5. Eel\vras.» - ommunmes Below the quote the newx paragraph should be begin, * Eelgrass ussue
concentrattone showed elevated metal concentrauox. . at site around Seavey Island, 1nd1cat1ng potenttal
sources of COLs.,. . '
_' Third paragraph L1ne 4 no Jusuﬁcatton for® most l1kely caused by d1sturbance should say “is
ia further 1nd1catlon of the ecological impact from an a: yet unknown cause and the potential effect of Clark
=Cove sedtment Pb concentrations is being investigated as a d1sturbance factor o

oo
B—S Salt.marsh Communjties The lack of ev1dence ‘or large-scale d1sturbances most likely resulted from, the
"lack of large.scale sampling. . ., ookl .

R Cr PR Y . N . Y
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: Second sentence The link to contaminant exposure is the most important finding and should be
spresented in the first sentence. “Ecological differences”™ should be “Ecological stresses™

8-6 Paragraph starting “More research...” Line 4 “Methods are also needed to structurally stabilize and...”
ishould be “Methods-are needed to improve the health of Spartina populations to prevent erosion...”

H Caogt o

;8—6 Water Quality, Did Cullen and Aximoto find sources, as stated at the end oﬁfhe ﬁ;si)paregra;;hé The
Water Quality section should include findings from eelgrass leaves,

= -
fi. o

8 11 First pa:i- graph First sentence The entire study f ..cussed on deposmonal areas, so on¢ van n conclude
‘that all o1 the :.r2as studies experience ecological stress

Las\ paragraph How can the study ‘nc*, with the data currently available, be (sh~w specific
COCs can be) attributed to specific origins” and at *1e same time “...identify and eliminate s.>urces of current
;:ontarmnant mugration from the Shipyard and ident.fy if there are areas that require remediation™?
:B 13 Section 8.4 presents a lot of information, that uiakes it sound like these other soﬁfcee are far‘greater
than any Shipyard sources, although no good evide-\ce to support that is presented and comparable data for"
,Sh1pyard loadmgs -have not been determined. The Jones report has not been not been revxeu ed by the UNH
‘project management.
:8-14 thrc igh 3-15 Section 8.5 In general this is 2 ,0c/ way to end the report; regurgitatiﬁg a quote that has
ialready largely’ been.included above does not seen: vsaful,. C e e .

s P

: Some of the real limitations of this proj:ct that should be included in a “‘Limitatio.:s of the
iiAssessment" are:

: 1) the lack of adequate information and :tud,:s on COC effects on appropriate r: :eptors for this
‘estuary
2) the lack of connection between requiv»ments for determining ecologleal nsk ar d the 1pd1cator
receptors nece isary to demonstrate that risk S :

3):1 adequate samplmg of the links between potenual Shipyard ; sources and the P ;tuanne

envu'onmen'

e

Bl g eg

Flgure 8-1. Lac.k of. eelgrass n Clark Cove is not mcluded
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Clark Ceove and...”

? Chapter 2

P .
<

Dr. David Burdick’s comments ou the Draft ERA 10/16/95 . . " » »

R 5
RN X 4 [

General'iémarks: The gréatérand greatet relisnée on'Phase I data and results as we move
through Chapters 6 - 81s clear from the size and length of the quotations, and evaporation of
results and findings ‘'of the Phase 1I studiés: Ignorance of large bodies of data undermine the risk
characterization in Chapter 8 and makes'the feader, or risk mianagerithe usér) begin to question the -

process and the meager discussion of real risks in Sections 8.2 and 8.3.

Many typographm €rrdrs are correctéd oaly in the test:

Chapte\l‘ 1 v :v fave o T . iR . oo

1-1 Sectic1i-2 Last line “to identify links to sources of hazardous waste release from the

: Sh1pyard .umbersome and awkwird Change release (noun) t6 reléased (verb) or rewrite.

z .
i n &t L

" 1-2 Sectiba 1-2 T..i‘fié 2 W’hy i:‘s‘if't‘f‘DDT included iz this list? Thé‘bfﬂiésion~isi veiy obv,‘i;ous.e «

1-2 Sectiou 1.2 Line 15 Include “anomalies in salt marshes and in benthic community sti ucture in

1-3 Section 1-3 Line 1 Laboratory stundies can show physioclogical, behavioral or toxicc ogic

effects; they cannot show “ecological effect.” (oirect appropriately.
Loy R & S o S

=

2-1 Seeétic'12.1. Liné 14 Whatis RCRA? "as vét, this'ig’ undeﬁned

Liue 17and 19 Replace “these with “S'WMUS”
“'Litic 18 Cife the study '~ ' “ . S
Line 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, using stigfestions annotated.directly on:the text.

2-2 Section 2.2 Scope 3. Replace “adverse effects” with “adverse effects and anomalies™ since
many effects could not be categorized as advers (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 Figure 2-4. The figure 18 too busy. Makue it into two figures.

2-11. Table 2.1 Correct citations.
Chaptér 3

3-1 Sectior 3.1 Line 10-13 Not all industrial water has always been collected, pretreated, and
sent to K.i"¢«y. Industrial wastes were discharged directly into the river at many sites and the text

shou:d ret ezt this. Also, the current scheme should include a date, such-as “...since 19 _".

i 3-4 lune. “only trace levels of inorganic contarr saants in the seep .sampjes.“ Is this 1gs? What

18 a “trace ievel™? 10‘15, 10‘9. 10'3,? Define ' wace™ in the text and check against the le /¢els
actually found.

3-9 Section 3.3.3 First sentence 13:0OK. Second seutence: ‘Low marsh habitats occur :n
relatively protected marine and estuarine aréas with fine-grained (muddy) sediments fromm: mid tide
to neap high tide elevations. It is characterized by short and tall forms of the salt marsh ~ord grass,
Spartina alternifiora. The typical high marsh habitat:is found landward of low marsh habitats,

i from nezp high tide to the spring high tide line, and is characterized by the salt marsh plaats

i Spartina pareas, Distichlis spicata, and Juncus gerardii. Underlying sediments in all but the
seaward edge of low marshes are peat, which is created by undecomposed roots and rhir-mes
mixed with fine- grained sediments. Salt marshes provide habitat for-estuarine species, 1:cluding
juvenﬂeﬂ :"r;h and minnows birds, terrestrial aniv~als, and invertebrates (Short 1992)."

3-10 Seétinn 3:3.3 Lines' 10-16 "The sedn'nents are hkely the pnmary Toute of exposure: and the .
paragraph should: be rewritten to reflect this; i:c up front.. :

3-10 Section 3.3.4 Lines 14-19- Same commen as above.

R ]

3-14 Section 3.4.2 Line 12 Animals are expose'' through ingestion of food as well.-

3-15 Section 3.4.3 Line 4 Add “also nest in salt marsh™
Liac 7 What are “feed prey items™?
Line 16 lethality = death; do not bé obscure - -

[EURITER ST ST

3=14 o 3-15"Seetions are not in order. -~

TR e e

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



Chapter 4
-4-1 Section 4.1.1 Line 27 “proved" should be “provided™

4-2 Section 4.1.2.1 Line 22 Define “elevation in contarmnant residues” 1.e. elevated relauve to
stations away froim the Shlpyard? York Harbor? ‘ ' o . ‘

Lp

4-5 Section4.1.2.2 I‘..ine 36 Define WA‘-CEW

4-6'Section 4.1.2:2 Line 11 Define WACL
Line 33 ‘Make references to cleanup levels consistent

4-10 Section 4.1.3 Line 26 Replace “of” with "have™

Line 27 No comparison of “what was found there™ to ““what would be expected if
ecological damage had occurtéd.” There is no record of such an assessment, so:-this-.conclusion
cannoét be made. = - T SRR

*Include seetions with d1scuss1ons of D]E)Ts and organotins!

4-40 F1gure 4-16. Amend as directed on text

e

Tee “ RS . .

4-48: Table 4:3- Delete 'Terrest.nal"

4-49 Table 4-4. Abundance of an organism may not be as meaningful as occurrence of that
orgahism: - Défifie:the difference between this table and-Table 8-1, which seems much more .
complete. Move eelgrass to the epibenthic comimusaty section-in<Table 4-4? Re-do.Table 44 using

Table 8-1.

4-50 Tabi= 4-5 Shouldn’t “microbial concentration * be “microbial abundance™? Under ‘Biota”
include “COC redidues inSpartina spp. leaf” tissue - L S ;

Chapter 5

5-6 Section 5.3 Lines 2-6 Sentence is not understandable R
Line 11 Bioturbation of bedded sediments is another exposure route.
" Lines 12-20 No wetland receptors are discussed, though measurements were-made in salt
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 assessment. FERAR TGP B
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5-9 Secticn 5.4.2.2 Delete paragraph 2 and cite Johnston et al. 1993 for analytical methods, if
appropriate. ..

s
B

5-10 Again, delete methods paragraph

5-11. Section 5.4.2.2. Lines 27-29 Statistical grouping procedures unclear because th-ee differerit
collection/duplicate strategies were used (spring seeps,fall seeps, mtgs,,sjels),,
Lu ¢ 29-38, No staustical;tests of thege field duphcates 1s appropnate The values for each

station may be averaged, but cannot be con51dered repllcates or, repeated measures. Concentrauon
means may-be compared to water quahty criteria and correlated with mussel metal levels In fall
1993, see; famples were collected from the same locations’on 3 dlfferent days. These 54mples
may oe considered replicates and analyzed using repeated measures ANOVA. The results of the

fall sampling need to be compared to the spring results. ‘
5-12 Secton 5.4.2.3 Line 2-5 Sentence impliecs 100% was surface flow. Change'a's corrected in
text. ', T sy, s . . C
Lires 7-16 Begln wnh t.'g,e most ir;;portaﬁt ele;raﬁons of ' cféz'l.tamiﬁahhts: Ca, N1 Zn, Hg Pb

5-13 Section 5.4.2.3 Line 1 Replace “deiecte%l'* with “elevated™ or rewﬁti:.

Parzgraph 4. Poofly Iwritteﬂ; rewrite for ‘clarit;‘/= and to state points. Don’t wanaer.
Comparé fall and spring contaminant levels to see if spring sampling was really inadeqt..te as you
have stated earlier! Also a comparison would siow that the one elevated blank value dié not
influence the high ] Pb. levels found at station 1008 (7152).

5-14 Pars yraph 2 _Rewrite. I don’t think anyone ¢ ares whether JT had ﬂigher eiéposure to Zn than
Clark Cov: habitats. We do need to know if the..c contaminants are at chronically high | :vels.

Paiagraph 3 What were the Cr results?

'

5-14 Section 5.4.2.3 Results section. Ng repostin: of 1nd1genous or deployed mussel levels or
comparisons of contaminants levels. Last parayiaph of page >-13 should be expanded to mclude ’
these results. Also, figures should be used to 1:lustrate pomts (only Pb and Cu are shown).

5-14.Secuon 54.2.4 Ljine 12 Whatisa chermeal mgnal and how would 1t be recogmzed’7
Replace* ‘dominant” with “dominate”

5-14 Secuon 5.4.2.4 Paragraph 2 This paragraph has noghing to do yvith this sectio:};f(i.e.‘
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Significance of Findings).

5-15 Discussion of WQC values is very confusing. Why are fresh water organisms mentioned?
What about Pb and Hg? What is this signal? What 1s the signiﬁcance of the findings? Say,
“Chronic levels of Cu, N1 Zn and probably Pb and Hg are coming from the séeps and imipacting

v

the manne ecosystem
5-15 Last paragraph This paragraph has ricthing to do with this section.

5- 16 Lmé Probably not appropnate to call Portsmouth Harbor levels ‘reférence levels™
~ Lise 13 replace ‘fhay be” with “are” ' ' e
» j Lires 14-2i Show data w1th ﬁgures s...urrcntly, only Pb and Cu are shown The* vexy
high zonu: utrations of Hg" are not shown.

......

this should be rewritten.
5-18 First full paragraph Line 6 Replace deterrmned in ** with “estimated from “, since no actual
pore ‘water samples were collected: This is pro":a’oly a data gapand- ‘Soime pore water samples
should be collected to verify the calculations (A wpendices IIIC and VI D).

5-26 Line 6 W'hat were the sxgmﬁcant dxfferences? Shouldn t all of these be shown using
ﬁgures’7 P

ey ik 5 . . oo -
o el i BN FER XN < rog

5-26 Line 19 Data in Figure 5-34 indicate trarieformation must be done pridt to analys:s to redice
error hetesogeneity. Also check 5-29 for error variancé (ANOVA aSsumptions) and transform and
reanalyze -tatistically, if indicated.

5-30 Section 5.4.7 Line 4 “of passive dnd active uptake thréifgh...“ '
. Lize 9 “saltmarsh cord grass and salt hav...”
Line 27 “between rhizome development...”

5-33 Lige 13 What is the “Clark Cove treatment”™? Sentence is vexy confusmg
\ Deﬂne 306 as the Isles of Shoals

1

Figures 5- 26 5—27 and 529 t.hrough 33 Where are the érror bars‘7 Show them Also Figures 5-
36, 5-45 and 5-47.

5-37 and 5-38 l-%gures 5-1 and 5-2 aré inissing.
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Chapter 6 . ] ) | ) - |

6-1 Line 2 Define CoCs. Heretofore COCs? Make consistent th;oughoutthe document.
Second sentence 1s wordy. .
Paragraph 2 1s wordy and technical. - confusing sections are underlined in the text.

»

6-10. Section 6.2.3.2.1 Line 21 Add ..."available, except in oxidized microsites.”

£

6-13 Section 6.2:3.2.5:1 Line 13 Was this difference signifl,c_ant?,
- Line 19 Explain better

6-17 Section 6.4 Lines 14-17 Include mention of amphipod toxieity in CC sediments as a
possible example of synergistic impacts from multiple contaminants (Fig. 6—17) Include the
uncertainty introduced by using non-epndemic or uncommon species.

Chaptef;; .7

7-2 Sé:cﬁon 7.1 No mention of salt marsh effects observed.

7-3 Section 7.2 Line 4-20 The interpretation of Grizzle (1995) is cloudy.. Rewrite:for clarity and
to show:you main point (that there was found a contaminant effect on diversity or specizs richness

of the benthos).

7-4 Section 7:3 Lines 7-9 Confusing paragraph.. Rewrite for elarity. What may we conclude
about Pb ir. juvenile lobsters? What about Hg?

7-6 Lastj atagraph., What would you find if seep water concentrations were used in the
calculatiors? : . . .

7-8 Section 7-4 Confusing paragraph. Rewrite for clarity. ‘Toxieity to what?
7-11 Section 7.6 Trophic relationships stated ia this paragraph do not exist.

7-12 Paragraph 2 Why focus on the ne gauve? Nhy is t.here no mention of constructive
remediation?

7-13 Line 1 Insert: “On the other hand, ecologists are.poorly equipped to observe ecological



1o tentnig g

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? o s

7-15 Section 7-9 Include salt-marsh &ffects from Birdick (1994).

Lines 16-18 Why do you use % chance of risks for Sullivan Point and Jamaica Island
Cove and WQC for Clark Cove? Be consistefit! How is a reader supposed to compare Clark Cove
and the Jamaica Island Cove results?

Line 19-25 What is beitig'discussed here? Water? Sediment? .

Lines 26-30 Since no pore water levels were measure, verification of estimates should be
identified 2s a data gap. Water columisi ¢oncéntrations were 1 to 2 orders of magnitude lower than
predicted by actual mussel residues, thus estimates of pore water concentrations may be low as

well.
Lines 31-33 ‘At specific sites the chances were much higlier. This should be stated. -
7-16 This list should be summarized (it is unreadable) and the section needs 4 conclusion. -
Chapter 8
8-1 Furst, i)efore the contaminant-receptor approach is discarded, what did the approach conclude?
8-6 Line 15 The best way to stabilize 2 marsh is to keep it health - Structural solutions irapede the
processés that keep it héalthy dnd lead to-dégradation of the marsh (and toithe erosion of peat).
Line 16 *...on monitoning changes in the ...”
8-11 Sédtion 8.2 Line 1 “The ocurrences of ecological stress were found in depositional areas
rather thar 1a the water column of the lower estuary.”
Li ©s 12-18 Rewrite for logic and clarivy.
8-12 Section 8.3 Last paragraph Figure 5.8 sho'ss mussels collected from beds on Seavey Island
are over thirty times greater than FDA action levels. Use all Phase I and Phase II data for these
discussions. Also see Figure 7-4 for FDA levels comipared to risk: Clearly the following
paragraph on p. 8-13 1s rubbish.
8-14 and 8-15. Rewrite the last two pages, usi.g new lessons from Phase II.

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

8-25 Add: Abundance, morphology impacted



R

et A p

R LT s

TETRR R

Lelete: “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 not found in the references, many ambiguous citations (eg., Johnston et al. 1994 without
the suffix é,b,c, or d so it could be any of four choices), and many references not cited in the text.
Citations ﬁ; the text but riot 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 checked and
labeled with the Chapter in which they first app.ar in Chapter 9. References without checks
should be searched for in the text, tables, and figures of the document using a word processor.
References not found in the text using this procedure should be omutted. 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 entire 3
names for each or distinguish using each Chawick’s first initials.

Appendix V. What were the methods and stan:lards used to assess ecological damage at these
sites? See comment 4-10; Section 4.1.3.

AppendifVi. C. 2. Columns are not of sufiicient width to display the largest numbt rs.
Reformat.” VI-18 to VI-28.

VIB. Prob seem too low for Pb at Sullivan Poiat and Hg at Clark Cove.
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: WHe: hg\m revigmd the dr:!e"‘rNSY !:stua:{.po tcolugical Risk
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¢

'rhem ;:e munerous tyyos, gnmﬂmttc ;nd ;yntge‘t.:.c -ri'e:s which
' tlined in our opy ‘6% the report.  We robgbly ”d.‘.’d not
; them so we est a therough reading of the' text.
Also page. numbers ére Iincorrect:for various mectionm figures and
tables. We will give you tho copy nt ou:v next meet :lnq or when we
are in the area. ' s

SPecxfic cqminents are o.s !ollows- e 1

F. 4~12 Re: Boiler blowdown waste wntcr. )l'hg tqag% ltuu that
- “heat: 48 the only potential contaminant éxpected “ir, boiler

bl@ydo . In fact, many " NPDES . boiler zelqtﬁd permits
aackmgicé % th preserice “of high pY for boixé: blowdown and
place pH {im{ts 6n such ‘effluents.. Alsa, Do i'“ér Ater may
have additives such as hydrazine or trisodiim phosplidte that
may be. in measurable quantities. As for the a dltlon «of
heated water, theé stateémeut would be etter upported if the
volume of boiler blowdown was mentit aried. d thupoint of
release into the water column explained.

: Same page as above. Re::" dioxin.: Any use of herbicides on
. PNSY might have baoen a lo&rco, ‘0f dioxins if the phenoxy
: herbicide 2,4,5,T was used. "D Epaial of unused hexbicides (in
addition to ;heir cppliéaticn) ahpuld also be reviewed.

: P. 4-13. Re: udionucudu. 'rhe significance of Cc~-60 as &
' ryardstick" isotope that serves as a general mdcx of QNSY
radionuclide pressnce should be explained.

P. 4-15 and elsewhere. Re: The term benthic community,
infaunal benthic community and epibonthic community. In some
discussions the term benthic denctes only the

infauna whereas M/Vn\_g/?a ers nnimall that are on the
DiscoverV New Hampshire
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‘infauna whereas epibenthic covers animals tﬁat -are op h

battom. Unfottunately thﬁm becomes qo,syhat jumblod 1n‘¢tﬁer:

sections where hi is uded to ¢over both {nfauna
and epifauna. We would pre!er the latter approath throughout.
the report i{.e. the benthic community is inclusive of both
infauna and epifauna. s ,

P. 5-19-20. Throughout the discussion of lobaters the terml
fuvenile, sublegal adults and gdults are used. This implies
some discrimination as to individual lobster gexual maturity
or, some arbitrary size classification for sexually mature
lobsters. Which was used? 1If size, what then was the sigze-at
which lobsters were judged sexually matu:o? Wal tha size the

same for both sexes?

P. 6-5 and beyond. Re: Arbacia punctulata as "representativ&k
of local biota". Certainly Arbacf{a bioassay is a valuable

assassment tool “for: determination. of effluent toxicity.

Because the Arbacia test is seo standardized and popular 4t is

ugderstandable that it would be one performed to support the

ssessment ‘0f "PNSY: CoCs,  However, it should not Dbe

. ac d ‘as befnq :epresep ve of local biota 1n the
_same sen T \

.,indigenous “to our vaters.  While. the tests ¢
useful there is'little:value in. taking the?‘
trying to apply them to population modeling.

5:esuitl‘ndd

In general, the report needs:to ferret out inconsistencies,
eliminate ;mbiluitias and generally'brinq ‘concorddfice ‘as to the key
tindings ] vazious 'tddies. e b~

rina;ly, Tahle 8-1 attemptn tg set ou; :e:ults and ineludes a
furtnep,ltudy‘;wiih 1{st’. It probably would be appropriate to
those in :egatd to their :olative vnlue fo PNSY# overall

h I, Neison T e
d ef o! na:ine Dlvisian ‘ -

g



