Contaminants Conference Call  September 8, 2011

Participants:


Adria Elskus (U Maine/USGS)

Steve Jones (UNH)


Wendy Leo (MWRA)


Christine Tilburg (GOMC)
Topic: Figures for the Contaminants FACT SHEET


Gulfwatch Figures

The call began slightly late due to some issues with the conference line. In addition, there was some confusion regarding which figures were under discussion. Originally some MATLAB figures were produced as it wasn't certain if the GIS figures would be complete in time for the call. However, the individual that is working on the ESIP figures (as an in-kind from MWRA) was able to finish them. In addition, the PCB figures were revised due to an incorrect value.

The group discussed what ranges and bins might be most appropriate for the figures. There was a suggestion that FDA human health thresholds be utilized. A brief discussion about using the 85th percentile was also conducted.  Adria suggested that thresholds could be added in the text of the FACT SHEET, rather than to the figures directly.  Wendy Leo asked Steve Jones if the data were log-transformed prior to conducting the percentile statistics. Steve stated that he was not sure if this had been the case.

There was also some discussion about correct site locations. The group felt that the Fort Point site and NBMI were likely incorrect. It was suggested that Larry LeBlanc or Christian Krahforst (U Mass Boston) be contacted regarding correct site locations. (Action to be taken: Christine Tilburg will connect with Christian as some of the sites were only sampled in the 1990s).  

Christine wondered about what bins or ranges are normally used with Mussel Watch. Steve thought that Mussel Watch uses low (L), medium (M) high (H) approach for concentration classifications that also take into account the different species they use across the US and sent to the group a report by Kimbrough et al. Christine agreed to look through the document to see what levels were used. (Action to be taken: Christine will look through the two decade review with particular attention to the levels used for discussion). 

Changes to Figures?

Wendy commented that the spatial range for the contaminants figures is slightly different than the climate change figures as many of the stations for the climate change fact sheet were inland. She wondered if the figures should match. Steve and Christine both thought that the figures as prepared would be preferable as the data is more visible at the zoomed in level.

Adria noted that the spatial range for the contaminant figures differed between the 1990s and 2000s figures such that a given size dot and color was assigned one range in 1990s and a different range in 2000s. These need to be consistent.

Parameters

Adria wondered if the pesticide figure could be narrowed down to DDT and its daughter products. Steve commented that there are some pesticides other than the DDT family that tend to be detectable at specific sites but that in the text it might be good to note that in most cases >90% of the total pesticide measured is DDT and its metabolites. 

Steve also noted that mapping "total metals" is not particularly useful as iron and aluminum are not of concern but do appear in high concentrations where sediment is in the water column. He suggested excluding those two from total metals. The group discussed the usefulness of total metals. It was decided that mapping out one metal of concern as an example (as opposed to total metals) might be more useful. Mercury and lead were both identified as of interest, mercury because of its prominence as a key contaminant in the GoM although its distribution may be quite uniform (and could therefore be summarized in text), and lead because it is also of concern and its concentrations in mussels at the different Gulfwatch sites may show a more diverse spatial distribution. 

Mussel Watch

Christine wondered if it would be appropriate to mix the Mussel Watch data in with the Gulfwatch data. Steve stated that certain sites are sampled by both Gulfwatch and Mussel Watch and they've had differences noted, particularly in the PAHs. It was suggested that  figures be provided for the next call with both Mussel Watch included and with Mussel Watch kept separate. A decision can be made at that time. 

Actions to be done:

· Check location of stations/connect with C. Krahforst
· Determine if bins are already utilized with Mussel Watch data

· Prepare comparison slides for pesticides, PAHs, and PCBs with Mussel Watch included/excluded

· Prepare slides for mercury and lead for 2000s.
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