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Dear David,

mg U.Si Department g Commerce/National Oceani% andsAnnzs.%gdAc %muanon
AA) appreciates the opportuniry to comment 0N the "Sites pproach” proposed
in your October 15,1996 memorandum 1o the NASP Eco Subcommittee members.

| would like to propose for discussionduring the Novemeber 6 and 7 subcommittee
meeti ng some endpoints that are slighty different, but that are related to those proposed N
the 10/15 memo for site 40, Bayou Grande. Given the results of the mediaanalysis, |
agree that the receptors most likely to be impacted by contaminantsare those associated
erther directly ar indirectly (via feeding) with the sediments.

Somealternate assessment endpoints 1 considerwould be:

« Protectionof the benthic community. This Is an important endpoint for protection
b u s ethe benthic community makes up the basis of the food chain In any estuarine
environment. |n addition ©a prey base for larger animals, the sediments provide
habitat for the benthic dwellers.

= Protection Of nursery habitat for aquatic resources. This is an important endpoint for
Bayou Grande because many marine ngcies of recreational and commercial
importance Use relatively shallow, sheltered esmarine waterbodies for refuge and
feeding during important growth stages.

e Protection of wading and fish-eating birds. Contaminantsthat have been detected in
the sediments in Bayou Grande can have effects on birds that take their prey from the
warer.

The measurement endpoints that | would recommend for the suggested assessment
endpoints are the following:

Protecdon of the benthic community:

* Acute toxicity test using either a 10-day Ampelisca abdita solid phase sediment test
with survival as the endpoint, @ the 10-day Leprocheirus plumulosus s0lid phase test
with survival asthe endpoint. The L.plumulosus est has a greater tolerance for grain
size differences and a wider salinity range (2-32ppr) which may be better for the areas
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in Bayou Grande that may be tested. The A. abdita test has a salinity range of 20-35
PPt ad is more sensitive 1 grain size changes in west sediments.

* Chronic toxicity test using the polychacte Neanthes arenceodentata. This is a 20-day
solid phase sediment test with growth (biomass) and fecundity as the endpoints. This
test is sensative to sediments contaminated with metals, DDT and hydrocarbons at
fairly low concentrations, and has a tolerance for grain Size differences.

Protection Of nursery habitat for aquatic resources:

e Chronic toxicity test results fromthe \. arenceodentata assay Canbe used to assess
this endpoint.

» Bioaccumulation of residues of metals and organics should be measured. This can be
accomplished by either capturing resident fish, or sessile organisms and determining
the body burdens of the contaminants, ar by deploying bivalves in-situ for 30-day
bioaccumulation test The advantage OF caged bivalve smdies is that you start with
organismsthat are clean, non-mobile, and the contaminants thar are present at the end
of the study are attributable tothe SIte related conditions.

Protection of wading and fish-eating birds:

* Bioaccumulation study cita from the nursery habitat assessment can be used na
fo%d web nmodel or 1 evaluate the potential for direct toxicity for thisassessment
endpoint

Qther Comments

With regard to the assessment and measurement endpoints proposed In the 10/1S memo, |
have several comments.

The assessment of the reduction of benthic population diversity as suggested i the memo
could become a part of the benthic community assessment endpoint analysis that | have
proposed. There are several cautionsthat | would like iterate lfpo];l)ulatim diversity B
chosen aspart Of this ecological assessment. Unless there IS awell designed, statistically
rigorous sampling strategy, and an unimpacted referencesite available, population diversity
studies can bevery confounding. The best Use Of a diversity study is 1D get aqualitative
indication Of whether a site ISimpacted @ not. It does not provide insightas to whether the
impact is fron contaminantser other causes. In phased approach risk assessments,
population diversity smdies have been beneficial In helping t focus additionalrounds of
sampling. I would suggest that if the population diversity assessment endpoint is retained
for this risk assessment that the subcommitee decide how the data will be used to interpret
the risk associated with the sediment contamination in Bayou Grande.

The assessment endpaints, * reduced reproductive viability of invertebrate Species' and
"reduced reproductive viability of fish populations”, cannot be determined by doing a
mysid shrimp bioassay or a sheepshead minnow test. Both the sheepshead minnow test
and the mysid shrimp test were designed to evaluate the toxicity of effluents andlor
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Teceiving waters. The potential effects on receptors at this site are from exposure 0
sediments and not the water column. Both of these tests can be conducted using a pore
water exposure but this would not present a very realistic exposure for the minnow or the
shrimp. In addition, it is not possible to determine the potential for reduced reproductive
viability ler%]r_educed growth as an indicator. There are tests that address reproductive
vicbility which involve embryo toxicity assessment of fish eggs exposed to sediments.  If
fish reproductive viability is an endpoint that the subcommittee would like to address as
part of the ecological risk assessment, a test that will direotly assess this endpoint can be
chosen.

I have no problem with collectdng tissue from te blue crab for assessment of human
exposure during the field work for the ecological riskassessment. Crabsare animportant
recreational species and there B probably public concern about the levels of contaminants n
the edible portions. Since crabs are migratory, the usefulness of collecting adult (human
eating size) blue crabs for site-specific ecological risk assessment ISunclear nless the
endpoint IS protection of blue crabs. However, whole body analysisdf crabs may be able
1o provide some insightinto the bicavailable contaminant load in Bayou Grande it small
juvenile crabs, for example, those that have only used the Bayou Grande habitat as a
nursery ground, can be collected Any contaminants that may be present in the crabs could
then e tied to the presence of contaminants in Bayou Grande.

_ 1 look forward to our meetiing and discussionson November Gihand 7th. The
meeting be held in conference room SE, on the Ah floor in the Atlanta Federal Building and
will begin at I[pm onthe 6th. If you have any questions about these commentsor would
like to Speak to me hefore the meeting, pleasé don't hesitatewo call. 1m 'y be reached at
(404) 562-86309.

Sincerely,
Denise M. Klimas
Coastal Resources Coordinator
cc: Bill Hill, SDiv

Bill Gates, SDiv

GenaTownsend, EPA

Joan Dupont, EPA

John Mitchell, FLDEP
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