Contaminants Conference Call  December 19, 2011

Participants:


Adria Elskus (U Maine/USGS)

Jawed Hameedi (NOAA)


Gareth Harding (BIO)



Jocelyne Hellou (BIO)


Steve Jones (UNH)


Wendy Leo (MWRA)


David Page (Bowdoin)


Christine Tilburg (GOMC)


John Wise (USM)
*The conference call made use of slides prepared by C. Tilburg
Gulfwatch Location Issues
The group began the discussion with an update on the possibly incorrect Gulfwatch site locations that were noted during the last call. Christine Tilburg mentioned that she had requested revisions from Christian Krahforst and Steve Jones. However, the revised locations look incorrect also for three sites. Wendy Leo explained that several of the sites were well in-land. The suggestion was made that Steve connect with Wendy's in-house GIS individual (Jen) to fix the sites locations.
Gulfwatch Mussel Contaminant Concentration Ranges

The group then discussed possible bins or levels for use in the legends on the Gulfwatch figures. Christine provided a slide (Slide 4) that showed the original GIS ranges and compared them to the Mussel Watch levels. She pointed out that the Mussel Watch levels were derived statistically from the Mussel Watch data. Jocelyn Hellou asked what the units were. The appropriate units are nanograms per gram dry weight (Confirmed by C. Tilburg 12/19 after the call).
Wendy confirmed with Jen that the ranges originally on the Gulfwatch figures were determined by the GIS program itself. Jen chose a selection of 5 bins and then the program divided the data. Gareth Harding stated that the data was probably based on quartiles. Gareth stated that he preferred that a statistic definition was used for the ranges. He suggested that quartiles would make sense. David Page agreed with this suggestion. The group also discussed that when compared to national Mussel Watch data for the remainder of the country, Gulf of Maine samples are consistently low - with the exceptions of mercury and lead. In addition, PCB levels in the Boston area are high relative to the rest of the country also. The group decided to use quartiles for the Gulfwatch analysis. (Action to be taken: redo the Gulfwatch figures using quartiles for 2000s as bins).
Gulfwatch to Mussel Watch Comparisons

Steve commented that looking ahead, the information presented in Slides 6-7 would be appropriate for the fact sheet. It was also agreed that the text should note that the Gulf of Maine samples are consistently in the lower range of the Mussel Watch data.
The group then discussed the difficulty in comparing Mussel Watch to Gulfwatch samples. Christine stated that the same suite of chemicals/congeners were not measured in both programs for the pesticides and PCBs. The group discussed whether this was a problem or not. There was some discussion of harmonizing the data (i.e. go through the data and choose only those chemicals/congeners that are the same for each dataset), but this was quickly shelved as impractical and likely to make no difference to the totals.  Steve tried to remember how it was dealt with by the Gulfwatch team. David stated that he doesn't think it would be that much of a problem. It was suggested that Christine compare the Mussel Watch information to the Gulfwatch sites for the 4 (?) locations that both programs share. If the data look  to be similar, both datasets could be presented on a figure (as in Slide 7) with notes in the text stating that  not all suites of chemicals/congeners included in the sum totals are the same the two programs, but that the totals do not reflect significant differences. (Action to be taken: Compare Gulfwatch to Mussel Watch for common sites). David pointed out that given the ranges for the GIS figures any differences in the sum totals would likely not be apparent in the figure.
Mercury versus Lead
The final slides discussed by the group showed concentrations of Mercury and Lead. Christine reminded the group that there was an intention to include one of these parameters in the fact sheet and she wondered if there is a preference. The group agreed that mercury is likely of more interest due to human health impacts and interest in the public. Christine wondered if the information as presented in Slide 8 makes sense and Gulfwatch team members on the call thought that it did. Christine wondered about the higher concentration up in New Brunswick and Steve stated that it is the Saint John.
Next Step

Christine stated that she hopes that the group can come together in February or March to wrap up this discussion and begin the conversation about sediment triad data. The eutrophication subcommittee will be releasing their fact sheet in March and then Christine wants to start the push for the contaminants fact sheet. Christine noted that the plan is to release the Contaminants FACT SHEET in late summer/early fall 2012.  

The call ended with some discussion of how the State of the Gulf Report is connected with ESIP. Christine stated that the Report manager (Melanie MacLean) is on the ESIP Steering Committee. In addition, ESIP shares many members that are authoring sections. For example, the eutrophication theme paper authors include several active members of the ESIP eutrophication subcommittee (M. Liebman, J. Latimer).
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