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FOREWORD

The roots of the Massachusetts Bays Program extend back to 1982, when the City of Quincy filed
suit against the Metropolitan District Commission and the Boston Water and Sewer Commission
over the chronic pollution of Boston Harbor, Quincy Bay, and adjacent waters. Outdated and
poorly maintained sewage treatment plants on Deer Island and Nut Island were being
overwhelmed daily by sewage from the forty-three communities in the Metropolitan Boston area.
Untreated and partially treated sewage were spilling into Boston Harbor.

Litigation over the pollution of Boston Harbor culminated in 1985 when the United States Attorney
filed suit on behalf of the Environmental Protection Agency against the Commonwealth of
Massachusetts for violations of the Federal Clean Water Act. The settlement of this suit resulted,
in 1988, in the creation of the Massachusetts Water Resources Authority, the agency currently
overseeing a multi-billion dollar project to repair and upgrade Metropolitan Boston’s sewage
treatment system. In addition, the settlement resulted in the establishment of the Massachusetts
Environmental Trust - an environmental philanthropy dedicated to improving the Commonwealth’s
coastal and marine resources. $2 millon in settlement proceeds were administered by the Trust
to support projects dedicated to the restoration and protection of Boston Harbor and

Massachusetts Bay.

The Trust provided $1.6 million to establish the Massachusetts Bays Program, a collaborative
effort of public officials, civic organizations, business leaders, and environmental groups to work
towards improved coastal water quality. The funding was used to support both a program of
public education and a scientific research program focussing on the sources, fate, transport and
effects of contaminants in the Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays ecosystem. To maximize the
efficiency of limited research funding, the sponsored research program was developed in
coordination with research funded by the MWRA, the United States Geological Survey, and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology Sea Grant Program.

In April, 1990, following a formal process of nomination, the Massachusetts Bays Program
became part of the National Estuary Program. The additional funding provided as part of this
joint program of the Environmental Protection Agency and the Commonwealth of Massachusetts
has been used to continue a coordinated program of research in the Massachusetts Bays
ecosystem, as well as supporting the development of a Comprehensive Conservation and
management plan for the coastal and marine resources of Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays.
The study described in this report explores the relationships among chemical contamination,
toxicity and the benthic communities of sites on the coast of Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays.

The information in this document has been subject to Massachusetts Bays Program peer and
administrative review and has been accepted for publication as a Massachusetts Bays Program
document. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of

the Management Conference.

The Massachusetts Bays Program is sponsored by the Massachusetts Executive Office of Environmental Affairs through the Coastal Zone Management Office
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 1, John F. Kennedy Federal Building, Boston, MA 02203.



]
|
i
|

=Ts W T

L
——

1 —— . W M | G .
— e — e T——

— - - - —_— — -
e . —— -
. — — — — e ———— —e P ———— - —— — —
2 y = - TR T T ™ AP TS L L2 P
e T —— — - —_— =i s @ A e — S Jo — . - —
— 2} . il s | o
£ RS g F R e IS e




Table of Contents

Executive SUMMArY . .. .. ... ...ttt ittt it ettt eeeenens

1.0 Introduction . . ......... ... ... Game e w s R R %
1.1 Background and Scopeof Study . ...................

1.2 Objectlves ©. . ... ... . e e e S e

1.3 The Study Area . . ...........0iiiiiiitnnennnennn

2.0 MethOdS . i v cviie & samiss & & sasrnn s wareies & & sase & o 55w & & e
2.1 SlteSelectlon .......cciitiiienerenennceanosenns
2.2 Fleld Sampling . .......... . i

23 Chemical and Physical Characterizations . . ............

2.3.1 Organic compound analyses . ................
232 Metalsanalyses . ............. .. iiiiiniiinn
2.3.3 Other supporting chemical and physical

measurements . . .. .. .......ui it

24 Sediment Toxlcity Studles . . .......................
2.4.1 Solld-phase test with amphipods . .............

2.4.2 Porewater tests withseaurchins . .............

25 Infaunal Community Analysis .. ....................

2.6 Data Analysls . ...........ouiiiirnennnnnnnennns

3.0 Resultsand Discusslon ............ .. ... . i iiiun..
3.1 Supportive Chemical and Physlical Propertles
of Sediments, Porewater, and Near-Bottom Water .......
3.2 Sediment Contaminants . .........................
3.3 Sediment Toxicity ............ ... .. .. i,
3.3.1 ~Adverse effects of sediment on survival
of the amphipod Ampeliscoabdita . ............
3.3.2 Adverse effects of sediment porewater on
gamete fertilization and embryological
development of the sea urchin Arbacia
PUNCHUIATA i o s wronn 5 5 vwsiss 5 % S & & ¥ Sisims & o o
3.4 Benthilc Community Structure . . . ...................
3.4.1 Diversity and other community
characteristics . . . ... ....... .. ... ...,
342 Dominantiaxa .................ccciuiiiuennn
3.4.3 Numerical classification of station
Groups isaisis s ¢ weiei § % GEE S E SRRNE R E b 0EEE @ § g
3.4.4 Statistical analysis of among-station
differences . . i..viss veries s & sieis s o se@is 5 v il



Table of Contents (continued)

4.0

5.0

3.5 Relationships Between Sediment Chemistry,
Sediment Toxlcity, and Condition of Benthic

Communitles . . ...................0 ... 3-24
3.6 Relatlve Status of Pollution-Induced Impacts

Among the Different Harbor Systems . . ............... 3-33
Acknowledgments ................ ... ... 4-1
References . ............. i 5-1




List of Tables

Table 2-1
Table 2-2
Table 2-3
Table 2-4

Table 2-5

Table 2-6
Table 2-7
Table 3-1
Table 3-2

Table 3-3

Table 3-4

Table 3-5

Table 3-6

Table 3-7

Table 3-8

Page
Station depths andcoordlnates . . .................... 2-3
List of measured PAH and alkyl PAH target compounds .. 2-10
List of measured PCB congeners and pesticides ........ 2-11

Summary of trace and major metals analyzed from

sediment samples and corresponding methods.

(All concentrations reported on a dry welght

basis In pg/g, unless designated otherwise ............ 2-12
Summary of laboratory methods for the analysis of

organic compounds In sediment samples.

(All concentrations were reported on a dry

welghtbasisinng/g.) ........... ... . ... .. . .. . .... 2-13
Data quality objectives and criteria for sediment

chemistry measurements ......................... 2-15
Summary of supporting physical/chemical

measurements and corresponding methods . . .......... 2-19
Supporting water quality and sediment data by

station (NB = near-bottom water; SED = sediment) . ....... 3-2
Water quality parameters after salinity adjustment and

original salinity of sediment porewater samples. ......... 3-3

No-observed-effect level and probable effects level

(NOEL and PEL, respectively; MacDonald 1992) and

effects range-low and effects range-median (ER-L

and ER-M, respectively; Long and Morgan 1990)

for key contaminants. Exceedances of the lower

NOEL or ER-L values by statlon are aiso shown. ......... 3-5
Magnitude of NOEL/ER-L exceedances by contaminant

and station. Zeros Indicate that NOEL/ER-L value

was notexceeded. ............ .. ... .. ..., 39
Mean sea urchin fertilization test data (in percent)

for sediment porewater samples. Asterisks denote

significant differences between site and reference

porewater (Dunnett’s t-test; * P<0.05,** P<0.001) ...... 3-12
Mean sea urchin embryological development test data

(In percent for sediment porewater samples. Asterisks

denote significant differences between site and

reference porewater (Dunnett's t-test; * P < (.05,

HH P S 0.001) 50 5 5 5 tsinin o o vsmvmee & 5 osmisse o 8 sieonis o o scacsis 3-13
Summary of Dunnett’s t-test results for the sea

urchin fertilization and embryological development

tests with sediment porewater . ... .................. 3-14
EC;, values for sediment porewater samples ........... 3-16



List of Tables (continued)

Table 3-9

Table 3-10

Table 3-11

Table 3-12

Table 3-13

Table 3-14

Table 3-15

Relatlve percent composition of major taxonomic
groups by abundance and species numbers for each

LY ] o L B e L —

Diversity and other community-level parameters by

St oM e S L N S S e T e

Dominant Macroinfaunal species (A=Amphipoda,
B= Blvalvlia, C=Cumacea, D=Decapoda,

G=Gastropoda, O=0Ollgochaeta, P=Polychaeta ..........

Summary of results of Tukey’s HSD test (A) and
Scheffe’s test (B) for pair-wise comparisons
of station differences in densities and numbers

of specles, respectively, grouped by harbors . ..........

Statistical conclusions of Pearson’s product
moment correlations between selected chemical/physical,

blological, and toxicological variables . ...............

Summary of sediment quallity triad results (adapted

from Chapman et al. 1990, and Carr1993). . ... .........

Ranking of statlons with respect to sediment

chemistry, toxIcity, and benthic community data ........




List of Figures

Figure 1.1
Figure 2.1
Figure 2.2
Figure 2.3
Figure 3.1

Flgure 3.2

Figure 3.3a
Figure 3.3b

Figure 3.4

Flgure 3.5

Page
Study area and sediment sampling locations . ........... 1-3
Sampling stations In WellfleetHarbor . ................ 2-4
Sampling stations in BostonHarbor .. ................ 2-5
Sampling statlons In Salem and Beverly Harbors . ........ 2-6
Comparison of mean percent survival of amphlpods In
sediments from varlous statlons In Massachusetts
and Cape Cod Bays and negativecontrols . . ........... 3-11
Graphs of (a) total faunal densities (m®) and (b) numbers
of species per sample (0.1m? by station with 95%
confldencelIntervals ............. ... ... .. .0iuiir.. 3-17
Densities, with 95% confidence Intervals, of Streblospio
benedicti (a) and Polydora cornuta by station .......... 3-27
Densitles, with 95% confldence Intervals, of Streblospio
benedictl (a) and Polydora cornuta (b) by station . ....... 3-28
Dendrogram resulting from clustering of stations,
using group-average sorting and Bray-Curtls simllarity.
Each statlon is represented by 3 combined replicates .... 3-29
Summary of Sediment Quality Trlad . . ... ............. 3-34



List of Appendices

Appendix A

Appendix B
Appendix C

Appendix D
Appendix E

Appendix F

Page
List of Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
Used by Particlpating Laboratories ................... A-1
RaAW DA T e s 5 s e s o s Boni e o o e e e . s euean B-1
Bar Graphs of Concentrations of Sediment
Hydrocarbons, Metals, PCBs and Pesticides ............ C-1
Plots of PAH Distributions In Sediment Samples ......... D-1
Pearson’s Product Moment Correlation Coefficients (r)
and Assoclated Type 1 Error Probabllitlies (P) Between
Selected Chemical/Physical, Biological, and
Toxicological Varlables . ........................... E-1

F-1

Updated ER-L and ER-M Concentrations ...............

vi



Executive Summary

Study Objectives and Design

The Massachusetts Bays Program (MBP) recently released a draft Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) that serves as a blueprint for
coordinated action to restore and protect the water quality and diverse natural
resources of the Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays ecosystem (MBP 1994). The plan
identifies a need to characterize baseline conditions of living resources and their
habitats in Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays and to develop a better understanding
of how various anthropogenic activities may adversely affect them. The study was
conducted in an effort to develop new information that could be used in addressing
this particular need. In addition, the data are intended to help the MBP achieve one
of its overall goals of providing a scientific basis for management decisions directed
at protecting living resources and habitats of this valuable coastal system.

In this study, the Sediment Quality Triad (SQT) method was used to examine
linkages between sediment contaminant concentrations and their potential impacts on
living benthic resources of the Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays ecosystem. This
method combines sediment contaminant analyses, sediment toxicity testing, and
measures of ambient biological conditions as a means of quantitatively assessing
pollution-induced degradation of the benthic environment. This is an integrative
approach of linking measured contaminant levels in sediments to their capacity to
cause toxic effects (as indicated by laboratory toxicity tests with field sediments) and
to actual adverse conditions in populations of resident organisms living in these same
sediments. The method was developed originally with data derived from polluted
harbors on the west coast of the United States, including Puget Sound (Long and
Chapman 1985, Chapman 1986) and San Francisco Bay (Chapman et al. 1987, Long
and Morgan 1990). Since then, the method has been used to assess pollutant impacts
in other U.S. coastal systems, including the Galveston Bay estuary, Texas (Carr
1993); around an oil platform in the Gulf of Mexico (Chapman et al. 1991); and in
the Tampa Bay estuary, Florida (SAIC 1992, USFWS 1992). Currently the method
is being applied in the New York/New Jersey Harbor system. Results of these
studies have demonstrated the strength of using multiple indicators as a basis for
identifying areas where sediment contamination is responsible for ecosystem
degradation.

Key objectives of the study were as follows:
1. To determine whether chemical contaminants in sediments at any of the 12

Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bay stations were present at concentrations known to
cause adverse effects on marine organisms
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Executlve Summary (continued)

2. To determine whether sediments and/or sediment porewaters collected at the 12
Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays stations were significantly toxic to test populations
of marine organisms (amphipod Ampelisca abdita and sea urchin Arbacia
punctulata) based on comparisons of survival and other sublethal biological
responses in negative controls

3. To examine patterns in macroinfaunal community structure among the various
sites and identify any signs of pollutant-related stress in these assemblages

4. To examine relationships between the chemical, toxicological, and biological data
as a means of identifying sites where sediment contamination could have been
responsible for observed bioeffects (significant toxicity responses and/or altered
benthic community structure)

5. To compare differences in contaminant trends and degree of biological impacts
among the three harbor areas

Sediment samples were collected during July 1993 at 12 stations in Massachusetts
and Cape Cod Bays along the Massachusetts coastline. These stations consisted of
three suspected contaminated sites and a corresponding suspected reference site in
each of three harbor systems. In order to provide as broad a baywide coverage as
possible with the 12 stations, the three harbor systems were selected from a northern
area (Salem/Beverly Harbors), central area (Boston Harbor), and Cape Cod Bay
(Wellfleet Harbor). Within each harbor, four stations were established and sampled
in order to (1) provide a basis for examining differences in the measured
environmental variables among stations within a particular harbor system and (2)
provide a measure of spatial variability within each harbor, so that contaminant trends
and associated biological impacts could be compared among the three different
harbor systems. Sampling zones within a harbor were selected to include both
suspected contaminated and reference areas, (Stations 4, 8, and 12), based either on
background information or on consideration of the local geography and proximity to
anthropogenic influences. Also, wherever possible, background sediment data were
used to locate sampling zones in known depositional environments.

Synoptic measurements were made of pollutant concentrations, sediment/porewater
toxicity, and benthic community structure as a basis for examining potential linkages
between sediment contamination and adverse impacts on living benthic resources of
the Massachusetts Bay/Cape Cod Bay nearshore ecosystem.

Chemical and physical variables that were measured in sediments consisted of total
hydrocarbon content (THC), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), chlorinated
pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), metals, grain size, total organic carbon
(TOC), and E,. Dissolved oxygen (DO), temperature, pH, and salinity were
measured in samples of near-bottom water. Ammonia, hydrogen sulfide (H,S), DO,

E-2
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Executlve Summary (continued)

pH, and salinity were also measured in porewater samples. Sediment toxicity was
measured using two standard methods: a solid-phase acute toxicity test with the
marine amphipod Ampelisca abdita (ASTM 1990) and an early-life-stage toxicity test
with the sea urchin Arbacia punctulata (Weber et al. 1988) modified for exposures to
sediment porewater samples. The sea urchin test incorporated both a sperm-cell
fertilization test and a test for abnormal embryonic development (to the echinopluteus
stage). Measures of infaunal community structure and composition (total numbers of
species, Shannon-Weaner diversity and evenness, combined species abundances,
individual species abundances) were based on the macrofaunal (> 0.5 mm) size
component and on species-level data.

Results

The study data were analyzed using several complementary approaches. Measured
concentrations of key contaminants were compared to the No-Observed-Effect Level
(NOEL) and Probable Effects Level (PEL) of MacDonald (1992), and to the Effects
Range-Low (ER-L) and Effects Range-Median (ER-M) values of Long and Morgan
(1990), as a means of evaluating whether these contaminants were present in
sediments at concentrations reported to cause adverse effects on marine organisms.
The NOEL and ER-L values are similar in range (usually within a factor of two of
one another) and provide estimates of the maximum concentration at which no effect
is observed and the lowest concentration at which adverse biological effects on some
marine organisms (presumably the most sensitive ones) are observed, respectively.
The PEL and ER-M values are also similar in range (usually within a factor of two
of one another) and indicate the concentration above which bioeffects are expected to
occur on a wider variety of benthic organisms.

Statistical correlations between selected chemical/physical, biological, and
toxicological variables, using station means as observations, were tested. The
chemical contaminant variables included in the analysis were those variables that
exceeded corresponding bioeffect (NOEL or ER-L) values at one or more of the
stations. Contaminants without reported bioeffect values were excluded. Most of
these contaminants (e.g., berillium, selenium, thallium) were below detectable
concentrations at all stations. Conclusions were drawn for correlations between each
key biological or toxicological variable (infaunal density, infaunal species richness,
amphipod percent survival, sea urchin percent fertilization, and sea urchin percent
normal embryological development) and the various chemical/physical variables,
including (1) un-normalized chemical/physical variables, (2) sediment chemical
variables (both organic compounds and metals) normalized to silt+clay, and (3)
organic chemical variables normalized to total organic carbon (TOC) and metals
normalized to aluminum. Determination of significance was based on whether the
Type I error probability for the null hypothesis of no correlation (H,: r=0) was < the
Dunn-Siddk adjusted significance level (based on an unadjusted P of 0.05).
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Executive Summary (continued)

An additional data comparison method was used as a means of interpreting results of
the three Sediment Quality Triad components collectively. A similar approach was
introduced by Chapman (1990) and adopted by Carr (1993) in other sediment quality
surveys. In the present application, evidence of contaminant-induced degradation at a
station is provided by the combination of concentrations exceeding one or more
NOEL/ER-L for a chemical, one or more significant toxicity occurrences, and the
presence of a stressed benthic community. Low species richness (< 50 species from
combined replicates at a station) was used in this study as a somewhat subjective
indicator of a stressed benthic community; other benthic community parameters were
too variable to use for this purpose. A cut-off point of 50 species was based on
comparison of numbers of species at reference sites relative to the other sites. All
reference sites had more than 50 species.

Based on these criteria, six stations (Stations 1 and 3 in Wellfleet Harbor, Stations 6
and 7 in Boston Harbor, and Stations 10 and 11 in Salem Harbor) showed strong
signs of contaminant-induced degradation of the benthic environment, i.e., a
combination of sediment contaminant loading above reported bioeffects levels (either
the "no observed effect level" [NOEL] of MacDonald 1992, or the "effects range-
low" [ER-L] value of Long and Morgan 1990); significant sediment toxicity (one or
more significant reductions in amphipod survival, sea urchin gamete fertilization, or
sea urchin embryological development); and the presence of a stressed benthic
community (indicated by low species richness). At least one contaminant (at Station
3) and up to 23 contaminants (at Station 10) were present at these stations at
potentially toxic concentrations above the reported NOEL/ER-L values. In addition,
unionized ammonia was present in porewater at three of these sites (Stations 1, 10,
and 11) at concentrations that could have caused toxicity and benthic community
degradation. Station 1 in the innermost area of Wellfleet Harbor also had a very high
concentration of sulfide, which could have contributed to the observed bioeffects.

Elevated concentrations of chemical contaminants (above NOEL or ER-L values) and
significant toxicity responses were observed at Station 4 in Wellfleet Harbor, Stations
5 and 8 in Boston Harbor, and Stations 9 and 12 in Salem/Beverly Harbors, though
there was no clear indication of a stressed benthic community at these sites. Stations
8 and 12 also had high concentrations of unionized ammonia in porewater, which
could have caused or contributed to the observed sediment toxicity.

Station 2 in Wellfleet Harbor contained sediments that exhibited toxicity but did not
have contaminant concentrations that exceeded NOEL or ER-L values. The
combined data for this site suggested that unmeasured chemicals or conditions were
causing the observed bioeffects.

Station 1 in the innermost portion of Wellfleet Harbor showed the strongest evidence
of a degraded benthic system. This station had the second lowest species richness
and the strongest toxicity responses among the 12 sites. The remaining three



Executive Summary (continued)

Wellfleet Harbor sites also showed stronger toxicity responses than other harbor sites.
In addition, most Wellfleet Harbor stations except Station 4 (the targeted reference
site for this harbor) were inhabited by benthic communities that were relatively
species poor (defined here as < 50 species per site).

Linking Ecological Degradation with Chemical Contaminants

Contaminants that could have been responsible for the observed bioeffects at
Wellfleet Harbor sites were dieldrin (Station 1), lead (Station 1), and chlordane
(Stations 1, 3, and 4). All three of these contaminants were present at concentrations
that exceeded corresponding NOEL or ER-L values, which serve as threshold effects
levels, though none exceeded higher "probable effects level" (PEL) (MacDonald
1992) or "effects range-median" (ER-M) (Long and Morgan 1990) concentrations
known to cause adverse bioeffects on a wider variety of benthic organisms. As noted
above, concentrations of unionized ammonia and sulfide were also very high at
Station 1 and could have caused, or contributed to, the observed bioeffects at this

site.

Though the strongest bioeffects were observed in Wellfleet Harbor, the sites in this
harbor system had the lowest overall sediment contamination. The most
contaminated sites were in Boston and Salem/Beverly Harbors. The number of
contaminants that exceeded the corresponding NOEL or ER-L values ranged from 25
to 16 among the Boston Harbor sites, and from 23 to 16 among Salem/Beverly
Harbor sites, compared to only 1 to 3 among Wellfleet Harbor sites.

Stations 10 and 11 in Salem Harbor were the most and second-most contaminated
sites with respect to the overall amounts by which contaminants exceeded their
corresponding NOEL/ER-L values. Concentrations of pesticides and metals were
especially high at these two sites. The third-most contaminated site was Station 5 off
Deer Island in Boston Harbor. This station had among the highest concentrations of
dieldrin and total DDT. Station 9 in Beverly Harbor was ranked as the fourth-most
contaminated site, which had the highest concentrations of total and individual PAHs.
PAH assemblages at all stations were dominated by the 4- to 6-ringed PAHs (e.g.,
fluoranthene, pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene), which are primarily of pyrogenic origin.

Typically, PCBs, dieldrin, total DDT, silver, copper, and zinc were present at the
highest concentrations among Boston Harbor sites. In comparison, phenanthrene,
benz(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, chrysene, dibenzo(a,h,)anthracene, fluoranthene,
pyrene, total PAHs, chlordane, total DDE, total DDD, DDT+DDD+DDE, arsenic,
chromium, lead, and mercury were usually present at the highest concentrations
among Salem/Beverly Harbor sites. All stations in Boston and Salem/Beverly
Harbors had one or more of these contaminants present at concentrations that
exceeded NOEL or ER-L values and could have caused the observed bioeffects.
These effects consisted of significant sediment (or porewater) toxicity at all sites and
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Executlve Summary (continued)

the presence of a species-poor benthos at Stations 6 and 7 in Boston Harbor and
Stations 10 and 11 in Salem Harbor.

Contaminants that may be causing the most ecological harm in these latter two
harbor systems are silver, chlordane, and DDT in Boston Harbor and chromium, lead,
chlordane, and DDD in Salem/Beverly Harbors. These contaminants were present at
one or more sites at concentrations that exceeded the higher PEL and/or ER-M
bioeffect values. Silver exceeded PEL/ER-M values at all four sites in Boston
Harbor. In comparison, chromium exceeded PEL/ER-M values at all sites in
Salem/Beverly Harbors. Remaining PEL/ER-M exceedances were as follows: lead
(Station 11), chlordane (Stations 6, 10, and 11), DDT (Station 5), and DDD (Stations
9, 10, 11).

Stations targeted as reference sites within each harbor system appeared to be the least
degraded based on the combined sediment contaminant, toxicity, and benthic
community data. These sites seem reasonable to use as reference sites in any future
sediment quality monitoring in the region. However, as this study has shown, it is
very difficult to find any nearshore depositional environment in the region that is
completely free of chemical contaminant inputs or some level of ecosystem
degradation.

This study also demonstrates that factors other than chemical contaminant loading
must be considered as possible causes of the biologically adverse condition of
sediments in some of these coastal harbor systems. High organic loading and
associated increases in the ammonia and hydrogen sulfide content of sediment
porewater may be important factors contributing to the higth toxicity of Wellfleet
Harbor sediments, which appear to have experienced far less chemical contamination
than the more urbanized Boston and Salem/Beverly Harbor systems.
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1.0 Introduction

1.1 Background and Scope of Study

The Massachusetts Bays Program (MBP) recently released a draft Comprehensive
Conservation and Management Plan (CCMP) that serves as a blueprint for
coordinated action to restore and protect the water quality and diverse natural
resources of the Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays ecosystem (MBP 1994). The plan
identified a need to establish baseline conditions of the health of living resources and
their habitats in Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays and to develop a better
understanding of how various anthropogenic activities may adversely affect them.
The present study was conducted in an effort to develop new information that could
be used in addressing this particular need. In addition, the data are intended to help
the MBP achieve one of its overall goals of providing a scientific basis for
management decisions directed at protecting living resources and habitats of this
valuable coastal system.

In this study, the Sediment Quality Triad (SQT) method was used to examine
linkages between sediment contaminant concentrations and their potential impacts on
living benthic resources of the Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays ecosystem. This
method combines sediment contaminant analyses, sediment toxicity testing, and
measures of ambient biological conditions as a means of quantitatively assessing
pollution-induced degradation of the benthic environment. This is an integrative
approach of linking measured contaminant levels in sediments to their capacity to
cause toxic effects (as indicated by laboratory toxicity tests with field sediments) and
to actual adverse conditions in populations of resident organisms living in these same
sediments. The method was developed originally with data derived from polluted
harbors on the west coast of the United States, including Puget Sound (Long and
Chapman 1985, Chapman 1986) and San Francisco Bay (Chapman et al. 1987, Long
and Morgan 1990). Since then, the method has been used to assess pollutant impacts
in other U.S. coastal systems, including the Galveston Bay estuary, Texas (Carr
1993); around an oil platform in the Gulf of Mexico (Chapman et al. 1991); and in
the Tampa Bay estuary, Florida (SAIC 1992, USFWS 1992). Currently the method
is being applied in the New York/New Jersey Harbor system (D. Suszkowski,
Hudson River Foundation, personal communication). Results of these studies have
demonstrated the strength of using multiple indicators as a basis for identifying areas
where sediment contamination is responsible for ecosystem degradation.

Sediment samples were collected simultaneously for chemical and physical analyses,
toxicity testing, and an assessment of benthic community structure at 12 stations in
Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays (Figure 1.1). The stations consisted of four sites
from shallow subtidal depths (0.3 to 5.1 m Mean Lower Low Water [MLLW]) in
each of three harbors: Wellfleet Harbor, Boston Harbor, and Salem/Beverly Harbors.
Stations were selected within these protected harbor areas to maximize the chance of
sampling in nearshore depositional environments where sediment-sorbed contaminants
would be more likely to accumulate and persist. Substrates at most stations are
represented by fine-grained sediments (< 75 percent sand), although stations in
Wellfleet Harbor exhibited higher percentages of sand.
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1.0 Introduction (continued)

From each of the 12 stations, the following samples were collected and analyzed:
three replicate grab samples of sediment for analysis of benthic community structure
(replicates analyzed separately in the laboratory); one composite sediment sample,
pooled from multiple random grabs, for sediment and porewater toxicity testing
(composite sample divided into five replicates in the laboratory and the replicates
tested separately in comparison to negative controls); one composite sediment sample,
pooled from multiple random grabs, for analysis of chemical contaminants (one
composite sample analyzed in the laboratory); and other supportive measurements of
physical/chemical properties of sediment and near-bottom water.

Chemical and physical variables that were measured in sediments consisted of total
hydrocarbon content (THC), polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), chlorinated
pesticides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), metals, grain size, total organic carbon
(TOC), and E,. Dissolved oxygen (DO), temperature, pH, and salinity were
measured in samples of near-bottom water. Ammonia, hydrogen sulfide (H,S), DO,
PH, and salinity were also measured in porewater samples. Sediment toxicity was
measured using two standard methods: a solid-phase acute toxicity test with the
marine amphipod Ampelisca abdita (ASTM 1990) and an early-life-stage toxicity test
with the sea urchin Arbacia punctulata (Weber et al. 1988) modified for exposures to
sediment porewater samples. The sea urchin test incorporated both a sperm-cell
fertilization test and a test for abnormal embryonic development (to the echinopluteus
stage). Measures of infaunal community structure and composition (total numbers of
species, Shannon-Weaner diversity and evenness, combined species abundances,
individual species abundances) were based on the macrofaunal (> 0.5 mm) size
component and on species-level data.

1.2 Objectives

The overall purpose of this study was to provide a quantitative assessment of
potential linkages between sediment contamination and adverse impacts on living
benthic resources of the Massachusetts Bay/Cape Cod Bay ecosystem, based on the
above multiple indicators of ecological condition in samples from the three different
harbor systems. In an effort to fulfill this overall goal, data were examined with
respect to several key objectives:

1. To determine whether contaminants in sediments at any of the 12
Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bay stations were present at elevated concentrations
reported to cause adverse effects on marine organisms

2. To determine whether sediments and/or porewater from sediment collected at the
12 Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays stations were significantly toxic to test
populations of marine organisms (amphipod Ampelisca abdita and sea urchin
Arbacia punctulata) based on comparisons of survival and other sublethal
biological responses in negative controls

3. To examine patterns in macroinfaunal community structure among the various
sites and identify any signs of pollutant-related stress in these assemblages
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1.0 Introductlon (continued)

4. To examine relationships between the chemical, toxicological, and biological data
as a means of identifying sites where sediment contamination could be
responsible for observed bioeffects (significant toxicity occurrences and/or altered
benthic community structure)

5. To compare differences in contaminant trends and degree of biological impacts
among the three harbor areas

These objectives were examined by a combination of statistical tests and other data-
comparison methods. Wherever appropriate these objectives were framed as null
hypotheses and tested statistically.

Two additional objectives that we hope to have accomplished through this research
are:

1. To establish a series of triad sites that can be used in the future for monitoring
trends on how pollution-induced impacts in the bays are changing with time

2. To provide data of potential use in ongoing efforts (by EPA and various states)
to develop sediment quality criteria for the protection of living benthic resources

13 The Study Area

Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays form an interconnected estuarine-inner shelf
system off the Massachusetts coast between Cape Ann and Cape Cod (Figure 1.1).
Massachusetts Bay is bounded on the north by Cape Ann, on the west by the
Massachusetts coast, on the south by Cape Cod Bay, and on the east by Stellwagen
Bank, a topographic high defined by the 50-m depth contour. Cape Cod Bay is a
shallower semi-enclosed embayment bounded largely by the Massachusetts coast
south of Duxbury and the Cape Cod peninsula. There are no prominent submarine
barriers between Cape Cod and Massachusetts Bay. Surface water circulation within
both bays is dominated by a counter-clockwise flow that enters Massachusetts Bay
from the Gulf of Maine through North Passage off Cape Ann, continues south and
east into Cape Cod Bay, and exits back into the Gulf of Maine through South
Passage off Provincetown (Bigelow 1927, Bumpus 1974, Geyer et al. 1992).

Pollutant distributions within the two interconnected bays are believed to be
influenced by this circulation pattern in combination with contaminant inputs from
urban centers such as Boston (Shea et al. 1991). MacDonald (1991) described an
overall gradient of decreasing sediment contamination extending from Boston Harbor
into Massachusetts Bay. Townsend et al. (1991) described a similar enrichment
gradient with respect to nutrients. Sources of contamination in Boston Harbor have
included sewage and industrial effluents, sewage sludge (although no longer
discharged since 1991), combined sewer overflows, and storm drains. Such inputs
have resulted in high sediment concentrations of metals, pesticides, PCBs, and PAHs
(MacDonald 1991, Cahill and Imbalzano 1991). These same contaminants have been
found at high concentrations in the Salem/Beverly harbor system as well (MacDonald



1.0 Introduction (continued)

1991, Camp, Dresser, & McKee, Inc. 1991). Shea et al. (1991) reported generally
low contaminant levels and overall high sediment quality for the majority of
Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays, with the exception of Boston Harbor,
Salem/Beverly Harbors, and the Massachusetts Bay Disposal Site located further

offshore in Stellwagen Basin.

Glaciation and sea-level fluctuations have created an irregular seafloor topography
across much of the region which, in combination with oceanographic processes, has
resulted in an extremely patchy distribution of modern sedimentary environments,
consisting of sites of erosion and nondeposition, sediment reworking, and deposition
(Knebel 1993). The estuarine parts of the system serve as effective traps for finer-
grained materials because of their protected nature (Knebel 1993). However, diverse
sediment types can occur within these areas. For example, inside Boston Harbor
depositional environments (containing finely grained muddy sands and muds) are
found over extensive subtidal flats and within sheltered depressions, however sites of
erosion and sediment reworking occur as well (Knebel 1993). Sediments along the
majority of the Cape Cod Bay coastline consist of high percentages of sand (Young
and Rhoads 1971, Schlee et al. 1973).

The biological resources of Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays are rich and abundant.
Gilbert et al. (1976) found high infaunal densities, species diversity, and species
richness in several parts of the bay system. The region supports a variety of
commercially and recreationally important species of fishes and invertebrates. Six
species of endangered cetaceans and five species of endangered or threatened sea

turtles also inhabit these bays (EPA 1993).
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2.0 Methods

Summary descriptions of methods used in various field and laboratory components of
the study are provided in this section. References to unpublished Standard Operating
Procedures (SOPs) used by participating laboratories are made for several of the
methods (in addition to published standard methods wherever appropriate). These
SOPs, which provide further details of the specific procedures, are not included in the
present report but are listed with full titles in Appendix A.

2.1 Site Selection

Twelve stations were established in Massachusetts and Cape Cod Bays (Figure 1.1).
These stations consisted of three suspected contaminated sites and a corresponding
suspected reference site in each of three harbor systems. In order to provide as broad
a baywide coverage as possible with the 12 stations, the three harbor systems were
selected from a northemn area (Salem/Beverly Harbors), central area (Boston Harbor),
and Cape Cod Bay (Wellfleet Harbor). Within each harbor, four stations were
established and sampled in order to (1) provide a basis for examining differences in
the measured environmental variables among stations within a particular harbor
system and (2) provide a measure of spatial variability within each harbor, so that
contaminant trends and associated biological impacts could be compared among the
three different harbor systems.

Locations of stations within each of the three harbor systems are illustrated in Figures
2.1 through 2.3. All stations but one (Station 12 in the Salem/Beverly Harbor area,
see below) were selected based on the following or comparable procedure. Each
harbor was divided into a series of subtidal sampling zones demarcated on digitized
maps and each zone then further subdivided with a grid. Sampling zones within a
harbor were selected to include both suspected contaminated and reference areas,
(Stations 4, 8, and 12), based either on background information or on consideration
of the local geography and proximity to anthropogenic influences. Also, wherever
possible, background sediment data were used to locate sampling zones in known
depositional environments.

All grid cells within a zone were numbered and one cell from each zone was selected
as a station using a random number table. Thus, within a zone, stations were
selected randomly. Target coordinates for each station were determined as the center
of each randomly selected grid cell. If unsuitable substrates (e.g., sites in the middle
of a navigation channel or with excessive amounts of cobble, gravel, and shell hash)
were encountered in the field at the target coordinates for a particular station, then an
alternate site was sought first by moving the vessel to slightly different positions
within the same grid cell, or next by moving to another randomly selected cell.
Choices were targeted to a depth range of about 1 to 10 m MLLW so that sampling
would occur consistently within the nearshore subtidal depth zone. Also, wherever
possible, substrates consisting of less than about 75 percent sand were sampled.
Station 12, which was intended to serve as a reference site for Salem/Beverly Harbor,
was established at the location shown in Figure 2.3 because this was the only site in
the vicinity of Salem and Beverly Harbors where nautical charts indicated the
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2.0 Methods (continued)

presence of a mud bottom and where high sediment contamination had not been
documented in other independent studies.

Coordinates (latitude and longitude) and depths of the final station locations are
provided in Table 2-1. A brief description of the three harbor sampling areas is

given below.

Wellfleet Harbor -- Wellfleet Harbor sampling locations (Figure 2.1) consisted of
Station 1 in the inner harbor area, Stations 2 and 3 in the middle harbor area, and
Station 4 in the outer part of the harbor. All four of these stations have high
percentages of sand ranging from 84 to 97 percent. The outermost Station 4 was
intended to serve as a reference area relative to the other stations, which are located
closer to municipal and recreational activities in the inner harbor area. There are no
major industrial or urban centers in the area comparable to those influencing Boston
Harbor and Salem/Beverly Harbors. Consistent with this point, the authors are not
aware of any prior reports of high contaminant loading in this harbor system.
Wellfleet Harbor also is a study area for the "Mini-Bays" program.

Boston Harbor -- Boston Harbor sampling locations (Figure 2.2) consisted of Station
5 off Deer Island, in a depositional environment between the mouth of Winthrop Bay
and President Roads; Station 6 in southwest Dorchester Bay, in a depositional
environment between Roxbury, Squantum, and Thompson Island; Station 7 in Quincy
Bay, in a depositional environment between Squantum and Nut Island; and Station 8
in Hull Bay, in a depositional environment between Bumkin Island and Hog Island.
The presence of depositional environments in these particular areas is indicated in
Knebel et al. (1990, Fig. 9) and in Rendigs and Oldale (1990, Map MF-2124). Kelly
and Kropp (1992, Table 7) also reported high percentages of silt and clay at their
stations R7 (southwest Deer Island), T4 (southwest Dorchester Bay), T7 (Quincy
Bay), and T8 (Hull Bay).

Among 23 National Status and Trends (NS&T) Program sites in New England, sites
off southwest Deer Island, in Dorchester Bay, and in Quincy Bay were ranked as the
first, second, and fourth-most contaminated, respectively, with respect to overall
sediment contamination from a variety of metals, DDT, PCBs, and PAHs
(MacDonald 1991). Cahill and Imbalzano (1991) evaluated a number of other
historical records of organic and metal contamination in Boston Harbor sediments in
addition to the NS&T database and found concentrations in excess of upper-limit
sediment quality criteria (concentrations above which effects are usually seen for
most benthic species) in several areas of the harbor including Deer Island and
Dorchester Bay. For example, these investigators reported concentrations of copper
in Dorchester Bay in excess of 390 ppm (the Apparent Effects Threshold value); of
benzo[a]pyrene off Deer Island in excess of 1,063 pg/g-OC (EPA interim sediment
criteria value based on the Equilibrium Partitioning approach); and of phenanthrene
in excess of 102 pg/g-OC (EPA interim criteria value) for Deer Island and Dorchester
Bay.
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Table 2-1 Station depths and coordinates.
Station Location Depth (meters at LAT LONG
mean low)
1 Inner Wellfleet Harbor 0.30 41 55’47" N | 070 01°43" W
2 Mid Wellfleet Harbor 0.49 41 55°29" N | 070 02’07" W
3 Mid Wellfleet Harbor 23 41 54’42" N | 070 02'23" W
4 Outer Wellfleet Harbor 28 41 54’10" N | 070 02’51" W
5 Deer Island 47 42 20°40" N | 070 58'44" W
6 Dorchester Bay 2.8 42 18’33" N | 070 01°36" W
7 Quincy Bay 3.1 42 16’49" N | 070 59’16" W
8 Hull Bay 24 42 17°21" N | 070 53'47" W
9 Beverly Harbor 33 42 32’16" N | 070 52°29" W
10 Outer Salem Harbor 5.1 42 31°30" N | 070 52'01" W
11 Inner Salem Harbor 3.6 42 30°46" N | 070 52°23" W
12 Dolliber Point 43 42 31’14" N | 070 51°00" W
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2.0 Methods (continued)

Station 8 in Hull Bay was intended to serve as a reference site for Boston Harbor.
MacDonald (1991) reported that the lowest levels of sediment contamination in
Boston Harbor generally are found in the southeastern part of the harbor in addition
to the mouth of the harbor. Kelly and Kropp (1992) found highest species richness
out of eight stations in Boston Harbor at their station T8 off Bumkin Island in Hull

Bay.

Salem/Beverly Harbors -- Salem/Beverly Harbor sampling locations (Figure 2.3)
consisted of Station 9 in Beverly Harbor, Station 10 in outer Salem Harbor, Station
11 in inner Salem Harbor, and Station 12 located within a protected coastal
indentation near Dolliber Point off Marblehead. Station 12, removed from the
immediate industrial and municipal influences inside the harbors, was intended to
serve as a reference area for the other three stations. These stations appeared to be in
depositional environments containing sediments with relatively high percentages of
silt and clay, though the reference site had a higher percentage of sand than the other
sites inside the harbors.

Similar to Boston Harbor, there is a historical record of sediment contamination in
Salem and Beverly Harbors. Among the 23 NS&T Program sites in New England, a
site in Salem Harbor was ranked as the third-most contaminated site overall with
respect to nine metals, DDT, PCBs, and PAHs. The Salem Harbor site was ranked as
the most or second-most contaminated site with respect to Cd, Cr, Pb, Zn, and DDT.
Camp, Dresser, & McKee, Inc. (1991) also reported high levels of As, Cr, and PAHs
in sediments from Salem Harbor in excess of Massachusetts Class IIl sediment
concentrations for dredging and disposal operations.

2.2 Fleld Sampling

At each of the 12 stations, three replicate grabs for infaunal analyses were collected
with a 0.1-m* modified van-Veen grab sampler. After subsampling for E,, contents
of the grabs were live-sieved in the field with a 0.5-mm mesh screen. Material
retained on the screen was placed in polyethylene jars with 10 percent buffered
formalin and transferred to the laboratory at Ruff Systematics, Inc. (Solana Beach,
California) for subsequent infaunal analysis.

Prior to sieving, E, was measured in each of the three undisturbed grabs at 2-cm
intervals from the surface to the bottom of the grabs to identify the depth of the
redox potential discontinuity (RPD) using an Orion 9678BN redox probe. In
addition, pH, DO, temperature, and salinity were measured at each station in samples
of near-bottom water collected with a Go-Flo™ bottle. These water quality
parameters were measured with a Horiba (Model U10) probe system. Water depth
was recorded with the vessel’s fathometer.

At each of the 12 stations the grab sampler was used to collect approximately 6 L of
surficial sediment (upper 2 cm) for chemical analyses and the two toxicity tests.
These samples were collected after the infaunal samples were collected to minimize
disturbance of the seafloor prior to sampling the infauna. As these samples were
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2.0 Methods (continued)

collected, surface water was decanted and the upper 2 cm of sediment removed from
the grabs. Once approximately 6 L of surficial sediment were obtained, the sediment
was combined in a large bowl and homogenized by stirring until no color or textural
differences could be visually detected. Two liters of the homogenized sediment were
placed in polyethylene jars with lids, stored on ice, and transferred to T.R. Wilbury
Laboratories, Inc. (Marblehead, Massachusetts) to be used in the solid-phase sediment
toxicity test with Ampelisca abdita. A minimum of 1 L of sediment from each site
was saved as backup material until all testing was completed.

Three liters of the homogenized sediment from each site was placed in polyethylene
jars with lids, stored on ice, and shipped to Corpus Christi State University to be
used in the porewater toxicity tests with sea urchins. The extraction of porewater
from these sediments was performed using a pressurized squeeze extraction device
(Corpus Christi SOP No. F10.9). Salinity, DO, pH, sulfide, and ammonia (total
ammonia nitrogen and unionized ammonia nitrogen) were measured in each of the
sediment porewater samples.

The remaining 1 L of homogenized sediment from each site was used for analysis of
TOC, grain size, hydrocarbons, trace metals, chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides, and
PCBs. Approximately 100 mL of sediment were aliquoted separately for grain size
and TOC analysis. These sediment samples were placed in plastic Ziplock bags and
transported on dry ice to subcontract laboratories for analysis. In addition, 400 mL of
the homogenized sediment were aliquoted separately for organic compounds and
metals analyses. These samples were placed in pre-cleaned 500-mL glass jars,
shipped on dry ice to Arthur D. Little, and kept frozen (-20°C) in the laboratory for
analysts.

In addition to field sediment samples, quality control deck samples (i.e., field blanks
and equipment blanks) were collected and held for possible analysis in the event that
any anomalies were noted in field-sample data. One field blank was collected at
each station and one equipment blank was collected for each day of field operation.
The field blank served as a measure of any potential atmospheric contamination
during the sediment aliquoting procedure and of any potential contamination
associated with the glassware. A pre-cleaned 500-mL glass jar was carried into the
field, opened during the aliquoting process when the sample jar was open, and
returned to the laboratory with the field samples. This blank was stored with the
field samples at -20°C. The equipment blank served as a measure of any potential
contamination that may have been associated with the grab sampler. After the
sediment samples were collected, the grab was decontaminated by a series of
acetone/methylene chloride/acetone/deionized water rinses. The grab was then rinsed
a final time with high-purity deionized water and the rinsate collected directly into a
pre-cleaned 2-L glass bottle. The rinsate was stored refrigerated at 4°C (held in
coolers with blue ice on board the vessel and during transport to the lab) and then
extracted with methylene chloride within approximately 14 days.

Sampling was conducted from a 25-ft Privateer (owned and operated by TG&B
Marine Services of Falmouth, Massachusetts) equipped with a davit and motorized
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2.0 Methods (continued)

capstan for operating the grab sampler. Vessel/station positioning was accomplished
using a combination of the vessel’s Loran and a Magellan Nav Plus 1000 satellite
receiver (GPS). Sampling was conducted during three separate cruise legs: Wellfleet
Harbor was sampled July 2-3, 1993; Salem/Beverly Harbors were sampled July 8-9,
1993; Boston Harbor was sampled July 12-13, 1993.

Test populations of the amphipod Ampelisca abdita used in the sediment toxicity
tests were purchased from a commercial supplier (East Coast Amphipod, Kingston,
Rhode Island) in Fishing Cove, Wickford, Rhode Island. Additional surficial
sediment also was obtained from the site where amphipods were collected as a
negative control for comparison against field sediments. These sediments were
processed and transferred to the laboratory following the same procedures described
above for the field sediments. Gametes for the sea urchin tests were obtained from
adult Arbacia punctulata collected from jetties in Port Aransas, Texas. Control
porewater (i.e., negative controls for the sea urchin tests) were obtained from
sediments collected at a nearby reference site in Red Fish Bay, Texas.

23 Chemical and Physical Characterizations

Chemical contaminants that were measured in sediment samples consisted of total
hydrocarbons, PAHs, chlorinated pesticides, PCBs, and metals (see Tables 2-2, 2-3
and 2-4). These lists include all of the analytes typically measured on EPA EMAP
and NOAA NS&T programs (including the concurrent NOAA survey of sediment
contamination and toxicity in Boston Harbor). Other supporting chemical and
physical properties in various matrices were measured as well. At each site,
sediment grain size and TOC were measured from composited subsamples of the
three replicate infaunal grab samples. E, was measured prior to sieving in each of
the three undisturbed infaunal grabs at 2-cm intervals from the surface to a depth of
10 cm. Salinity, temperature, DO, and pH were also measured in samples of near-
bottom water at each station. In addition, salinity, temperature, DO, pH, sulfide, and
ammonia were measured in porewater samples at each station. Brief descriptions of
the procedures used to analyze these various parameters are provided below.

2.3.1 Organic compound analyses. The frozen sediment samples were thawed
and homogenized. A 30-g subsample was taken for organic chemical compound
analysis and a 5-g subsample was taken for moisture content analysis (to provide
information for reporting analyte concentrations on a per-dry-weight-sediment basis).
Remaining portions of the samples were archived. An overall summary of laboratory
methods for the extraction and analysis of organics is provided in Table 2-5.

PAHs, PCBs, and chlorinated pesticides were co-extracted from sediments
simultaneously (Arthur D. Little SOP No. ADL-2819). The sediment to be extracted
was placed in a clean glass or Teflon® container, mixed with sodium sulfate, and
spiked with the appropriate amount of surrogate compounds. For PCBs and
pesticides, 0.2 pg each of 4,4’-dibromooctafluorobiphenyl (DBOFB) and PCB
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Table 2-2 List of measured PAH and alkyl PAH target compounds.

Surrogate Surrogate
Compound Reference Compound Reference

Naphthalene (QN 1 Fluoranthene viant  FL(/ 2
C1-Naphthalenes ¢ | y 1 Pyrene PYP 2
1-Methylnaphthalene |- ¢ 1 4 1 C1-Fluoranthenes/Pyrenes < 1 F[p 2
2-Methylnaphthalene 3 ~c 1 y 1 C2-Fluoranthenes/Pyrenes JEIP 2
C2-Naphthalenes ¢ 2N 1 C3-Fluoranthenes/Pyrenes Cap(p 2
2,6-Dimethylnaphthalene 2 (-can 1 3
C3-Naphthalenes 3/ 1 Chrysene (C(Q(C 3
C4-Naphthalenesa ¢ 4 1 C,-Chrysenes ¢ 1 ¢ 3
Acenaphthylene ACEY 1 C,-Chrysenes ¢ 3¢ 3
Acenaphthene Ac g 1 C,-Chrysenes ¢ 2 ¢ 3

C,-Chrysenes cyC 3
Biphenyl ¢ 1

- Benzo[alanthracene 44 P 3

Fluorene C OF 1 Benzo(b]fluoranthene 28T 3
C,-Fluorenes | F 1 Benzo[k]fluoranthene 4 ¢
C,-Fluorenes ¢ 2 F 1 3
C,-Fluorenes ¢ 3F 1 Benzo{ajpyrene 3 A ¥ 3

Benzo[e]pyrene 6ET 3
Dibenzothiophene { (D 2 3
C,-Dibenzothiophenes ¢ 1] D 2 Perylene PER 3
C,-Dibenzothiophenes ¢ 3 D 2 3
C,-Dibenzothiophenes ¢ 3 () 2 Indeno[1,2,3-c.dlpyrene ¥ D 3
Phenanthrene ¢ (¢ 2 Dibenzo[a,h]anthracene DA 1 3
1-Methylphenanthrene | -C4f 2
Anthracene < QA 2 Benzo[g,h,ilperylene  B3C 3

C,-Phenanthrenes/Anthracenes ¢ /) ¢/ 4 2
C,-Phenanthrenes/Anthracenes C2p/A 2
C,-Phenanthrenes/Anthracenes ¢ 37/A 2
C,-Phenanthrenes/Anthracenes ¢ 4{P/A 2

Surrogate Compounds B
Acenaphthene-d,, 110 ACE 1L,A

Phenanthrene-d,, © 107 . 2,A
Benzo(a)pyrene-d,, DI 8A 1 3B
Naphthalene-d, DN A
Internal Standards

Fluorene-d,y p|F A
Chrysene-d,, DiIal B




Table 2-3 List of measured PCB congeners and pesticides.

PCB No.

Compound Name

8
18
28
44
52
66
77
87
101
105
118
126
128
138
153
154
170
180
187
195
200
206
209
Total PCBs

Pesticides
hexachlorobenzene
gamma-BHC (Lindane)
heptachlor

aldrin

heptachlor epoxide
cis-chlordane
trans-nonachlor
dieldrin

mirex

24’-DDE
4,4’-DDE
24’-DDD
4,4’-DDD
24’-DDT
44’-DDT

2,4’-dichloro biphenyl (BP)
2,2’ ,5-trichloro BP
2,4,4’-trichloro BP
2,2°,3,5’-tetrachloro BP
2,2’,5,5’-tetrachloro BP

2,3’ 4,4’-tetrachloro BP
3,3’,4,4’-tetrachloro BP
2,2°,3,4,5’-pentachloro
2,2’.4,5,5’-pentachloro
2,3,3’,4,4’-pentachloro
2,3’,4,4°.5-pentachloro
3,3°,4,4°,5-pentachloro
2,2°,3,3’,4,4’-hexachloro BP
2,2°,3,4,4’,5'-hexachloro BP
2,2’,4,4’,5,5’-hexachloro BP
2,2’,4,4’° 5,6’-hexachloro BP
2,2’,3,3’,4,4°,5-heptachloro BP
2,2’,3,4,4’,5,5 -heptachloro BP
2,2’,3,4°,5,5°,6-heptachloro BP
2,2°,3,3’,4,4°,5,6-octachloro BP
2,2°3,3',4,5°,6,6’-octachloro
2,2°,3,3’,44°.5,5 6-nonachloro BP
decachloro BP

Sum of all PCBs
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Table 2-4 Summary of trace and major metals analyzed from sediment samples and
corresponding methods. (All concentrations reported on a dry weight basis in ug/g,
unless designated otherwise.)

Element Technique EPA SW-846 EPA SW-846 EPA-CLP
Sample Preparation Instrument Instrument
Method® Method® Method®
Ag GFAA 3050 NA 2722
- As GFAA 3050 7060 206.2
Se GFAA 3050 7740 270.2
Pb GFAA 3050 7421 239.2
Tl GFAA 3050 7841 279.2
Al° ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Be ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Cd ICAP/GFAA 3050 6010/7131 200.7/213.2
Cr ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Cu ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Ni ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Sb ICAP/GFAA 3050 6010/7041 20.7/204.2
Sn ICAP/GFAA 3050 6010/NA 200.7/NA
v ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Zn ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Fe® ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Mn ICAP 3050 6010 200.7
Hg CVAA 7471 7471 245.5

2EPA (1986)
PEPA (1991)

“Reported in % dry weight

GFAA = Graphite Furnace Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometry

ICAP = Inductively Coupled Plasma Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometry

CVAA = Cold Vapor Atomic Absorption Spectrophotometry
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Table 2-5

Summary of laboratory methods for the analysis of organic compounds In sediment samples. (All
concentrations were reported on a dry welght basis in ng/g.)

Pesticides®

chromatography-
electron capture
detection (GC-ECD)

flurobiphenyl (DBOFB)
PCB congeners
81,103,198

Analyte Extraction Cleanup Fractionation Instrumental Surrogate Internal
Group Methods and Method and Method and Method and Compounds Standards
Reference Reference Reference Reference

PAHs* Sequential solvent Alumina-preparative High Performance GC/MS, Selected Ion Acenaphthene-d,, Fluorene-d,,
extraction with chromatography column | Liquid Chromatography | Monitoring Mode Phenanthrene-d,, Chrysene-d,,
sonication; followed by (SOP ADL-2821) (SOP ADL-2821) (SOP ADL-2827) Benzo(a)pyrene-d,,
drying over NO,SO, Napthalene-d,
and concentration by
Kudema-Danish
evaporation
(SOP ADL-2819)

PCBs, Chlorinated Same Same Same Single-column gas 4,4’ -dibromoocta-

Tetrachloro-m-xylene

(TCMX)

Refer to Tables 2-2 and 2-3 for lists of individual target PAHs and PCBs/Pesticides, respectively.




2.0 Methods (continued)

congeners 81, 103, and 198 were spiked as surrogates. For PAHs, 0.4 pg each of
naphthalene-d,, acenaphthene-d,,, phenanthrene-d,,, and benzo(a)pyrene-d,;, were
spiked as surrogates.

Each sample was shaken vigorously for approximately 30 sec. and then subjected to
sequential solvent extraction with sonication to promote solvent/matrix contact and
phase partitioning. Resultant extracts were combined for each sample following
centrifugation. Each extract was then dried over Na,SO,, concentrated by Kuderna-
Danish evaporation to less than 10 mL, transferred to a 25-mL vial, and further
concentrated by nitrogen evaporation to approximately 1 mL. The total extract
weight of each sample was determined at this step and recorded as the Total
Extractable Content (TEC).

Next, each extract was loaded onto an alumina preparative chromatography column
for cleanup (Arthur D. Little SOP No. ADL-2821). This cleanup procedure is
applicable to all of the targeted organic analyte classes. Following the alumina
column cleanup, a second extract weight was taken and reported as Total
Hydrocarbons (THC). THC is the total extractable content minus polar-organic
compounds and provides a measure of total saturated and aromatic hydrocarbon
fractions reflecting hydrocarbons of combined petrogenic, pyrogenic, and diagenic
origins. Though THC is not a direct indicator of specific hydrocarbon sources, it is
still a useful measure to consider because of its wide use in past studies as an
indicator of overall hydrocarbon inputs from combined sources.

After the cleanup step, the extracts were fractionated using high performance liquid
chromatography (HPLC) as described in Arthur D. Little SOP ADL-2821. This
fractionation method produces one fraction that contains PAHs, PCBs, and pesticides.
The resulting fractionated extracts were concentrated to approximately 1 mL and
spiked with an appropriate amount of recovery standards. The recovery standard
used for PCB/pesticide quantification was tetrachloro-m-xylene (TCMX), which was
spiked into the extracts at approximately 0.1 pg. The PAH recovery standards,
fluorene-d,, and chrysene-d,,, were spiked at approximately 0.2 pg.

Gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS) with selected ion monitoring
(Arthur D. Little SOP No. ADL-2827) was used to analyze an aliquot of the extract
fraction for each of the target PAHs listed in Table 2-2. An initial calibration was
performed using standards at concentrations of approximately 25, 75, 250, 1,250, and
5,000 ng/mL. Results of instrument calibrations and all other quality
assurance/quality control (QA/QC) analyses were evaluated with respect to the data
quality objectives summarized in Table 2-6. Mean relative response factors for
individual target analytes were used to quantify analytes in sample extracts.
However, concentrations of target analytes were not adjusted for surrogate recoveries.
This reporting convention constitutes a deviation from the above ADL SOP but is the
reporting convention requested by EPA/MBP.

Concentrations were reported for THC, total PAHs, and each of the individual PAH
analytes (parent compounds and alkylated homologues) listed in Table 2-2.
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Table 2-6

Data quality objectives and criteria for sediment chemistry measurements.

QC Sample or Frequency

Parameter

Data Quality Objective/
Acceptance Criteria

Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons

Prior to every batch
sequence

Initial Calibration

Every 10 field
samples or 16 hours,
whichever is more

Continuing Calibration
(Using mid-level
calibration standard)

frequent
Sediment SRM 1941 One per batch
Procedural Blank One per batch
Duplicate Sample One per batch
Matrix Spike One per batch
Surrogate (Internal) Every Sample
Standards
Target MDLs* -

Polychlorinated Biphenyls and Pesticides

Prior to every batch
sequence

Every 10 field
samples or 16 hours,
whichever is more

Initial Calibration

Continuing Calibration
(Using mid-level
calibration standard)

frequent

Sediment SRM 1941 One per batch
Procedural Blank One per batch
Duplicate Sample One per batch
Matrix Spike One per batch
Surrogate (Internal) Every sample
Standards

Target MDLs* Sediment

5-point curve. RRF® < 30% RSD®

A RRF! < 30%

Values must be within + 30% of true value on
average for all analytes; not to exceed + 35% of true
value for individual analytes.

No more than 2 analytes to exceed 5x target MDL
unless analyte not detected in associated sample(s)
or analyte concentration > 10x blank value.

RPD*® < 30% for 70% of all analytes
%R = 60-125%
%R = 60-125%

1-5 ng/g (dry weight)

5-point curve. Standard curve correlation coefficient
(r) > 0.9950 for all analytes

A RRF < 25%

Values must be within + 30% of true value on
average for all analytes; not to exceed + 35% of true
value for individual analytes.

No more than 2 analytes to exceed 5x target MDL
unless analyte not detected in associated sample(s)
or analyte concentration > 10x blank value.

RPD® < 30% for 70% of all analytes
%R = 60-125%
%R = 60-125%

0.2 ng/g (dry weight)
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Table 2-6. Data quality objectives and criteria for sediment chemistry measurements.
(Continued)

QC Sample or
Parameter

Frequency

Data Quality Objective/
Acceptance Criteria

Metals

Initial Calibration

Continuing Calibration
Procedural Blank
Matrix Spike

Sample Replicate

Analysis
Sediment SRM 1646

Target MDLs?

Prior to every batch
of samples

Every 10 samples
One per batch
One per batch
One triplicate

analysis per batch
One per batch

5-point curve to assess linearity. RSD® for initial
and subsequent calibrations must agree to within
2%.

See initial calibration

Not to exceed 3x MDL unless analyte not detected
in associated sample(s) or analyte concentration >
10x blank value.

Method of additions used to assess signal
suppression/enhancement

RSD® < 25%

Values must be within £30% of true value on
average for all analytes; not o exceed 335% of true
value for individual analytes.

Concentrations in ppm (pg/g dry weight) by
element: Al (8 ppm); Fe (2.5 ppm); Mn (1.0 ppm);
As (0.3 ppm); Cd (0.03 ppm by GFAA or 0.3 ppm
by ICAP); CR (0.5 ppm); Cu (0.5 ppm); Pb (0.3
ppm); Hg (0.02 ppm); Ni (1.0 ppm); Se (0.3 ppm);
Ag (0.02 ppm); Sn (0.8 ppm by GFAA or 8 ppm by
ICAP); Zn (2.0 ppm); Sb (0.5 ppm by GFAA or 5.0
ppm by ICAP); Tl (0.5 ppm); Be (0.05 ppm); V (0.5
ppm).

*Method Detection Limits

PRelative Response Factor (RRF) = response of a given target analyte relative to the response of its associated internal

standard.

‘Relative Standard Deviation (RSD) = S/Mean x 100%

dChange in RRF (ARRF) = [(RRF of continuing calibration check - avg. RRF from initial calibration) + avg. RRF

from initial calibration] x 100.
®Relative Percent Difference (RPD) = [Concentration 1 - Concentration 2] + Mean Concentration; 2 % 100.
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20 Methods (continued)

Dual-column gas chromatography-electron capture detection (GC-ECD) (Arthur D.
Little SOP No. ADL-2818) was used to analyze an aliquot of each extract for the
PCB congeners and chlorinated pesticides listed in Table 2-3. An RTX-5 column
was used as the primary GC column for quantification; a DB-17 column was used as
a secondary column to confirm the identification of analytes. An initial calibration
was performed with standards at concentrations of 5, 10, 50, 100, 200, and 400
ng/mL. As with PAHs, results of instrument calibrations and all other QA/QC
analyses were evaluated with respect to the data quality objectives summarized in
Table 2-6. Concentrations of target analytes were not adjusted for surrogate

recoveries.

2.3.2 Metals analyses. A sediment sample from each of the 12 stations was
analyzed for the metals listed in Table 2-4. Initially, each sediment sample was
thawed and carefully homogenized with a Teflon® or plastic mixing rod. One aliquot
was removed for Hg analysis; another aliquot was removed for the analysis of
remaining metals. An additional aliquot was removed for determination of moisture
content to provide information for reporting metal concentrations on a per-dry-
weight-sediment basis.

Sample preparation and analysis was based on standard procedures provided in EPA
SW-846 (EPA 1986) and the EPA-Contract Laboratory Program (CLP) Statement of
Work (EPA 1991) (see Table 2-4). Sample preparation followed Method 7471 (EPA
1986) for Hg and Method 3050 (EPA 1986) for all remaining metals. Both sample
preparation methods basically consist of preparing an extract of the sediment by
digesting the sample with concentrated acid under heat and then bringing the extract
up to a specified volume with deionized water.

Labware used in the digestion process was acid-washed and rinsed with double
deionized water. Procedural blanks and replicate samples were prepared with each
set of samples. Standard Reference Material #1646 also was prepared and analyzed.
Potential matrix interferences were monitored carefully for all elements using the
method of standard additions. Results of all QA/QC analyses were evaluated to
ensure that they met the data quality objectives summarized in Table 2-6.

Metals in the extracts were analyzed by a combination of instrumentation techniques
depending on the individual metals, their concentrations, and potential matrix
interferences. Inductively coupled argon plasma (ICAP) atomic absorption
spectrophotometry was used to analyze Al, Be, Cd, Cr, Cu, Ni, Sb, Sn, V, Zn, Fe,
and Mn. ICAP analysis of these elements followed Method 6010 of the EPA SW-
846 series. Graphite furnace atomic absorption (GFAA) spectrophotometry, which
has lower detection limits, was used to analyze Ag, As, Se, Pb, and Tl. GFAA
analysis of these elements was based on Method 7060 (EPA 1986) for As, Method
7740 (EPA 1986) for Se, Method 7421 (EPA 1986) for Pb, Method 7841 (EPA 1986)
for T1, Method 7131 (EPA 1986) for Cd, and Method 7041 (EPA 1986) for Sb.
Analysis of As followed Method 272.2 from the EPA-CLP Statement of Work (EPA
1991). Hg was analyzed by cold-vapor atomic absorption (CVAA)
spectrophotometry following Method 7471 from the EPA SW-846 series.
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2.0 Methods (continued)

2.3.3 Other supporting chemical and physical measurements. A variety of
other chemical and physical properties of sediments, sediment porewaters, and near-
-bottom. water were measured in samples from each .of the 12 stations to provide
supporting information for the interpretation of the chemical, toxicological, and
biological data. A summary of these measurements along with the corresponding
methods, performing laboratory, and rationale for their inclusion are provided in
Table 2-7.

24 Sediment Toxiclty Studies

2.4.1 Solid-phase test with amphipods. The purpose of this test was to determine
the toxicity of sediment collected from the 12 Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays sites to
amphipods exposed for 10 days under static conditions. Overall test performance
was based on the ASTM (1990) protocol for conducting solid-phase toxicity tests
with the marine amphipod Ampelisca abdita. Tests were conducted with subsamples
of the same sediment on which chemical analyses were performed. These tests were
performed by T.R. Wilbury Laboratories in Marblehead, Massachusetts.

Test sediments were stored at approximately 4°C in the original shipping container
until used for testing. Sediments were not allowed to freeze at any time during
storage or transport; daily temperature logs were maintained to verify laboratory
storage temperatures. Samples were tested in two separate batches within 12 days of
collection. Samples from Stations 1 through 4 (Wellfleet Harbor) and Stations 9
through 12 (Salem/Beverly Harbors) were tested as one batch, and samples from
Stations 5 through 8 (Boston Harbor) were tested as a separate batch. An additional
negative control (i.e., sediment from the amphipod collection site) was tested along
with each batch of Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bay field samples.

Amphipods were acclimated to test conditions for 96 hours before the start of a test.
The animals were maintained in 100 percent dilution water (natural seawater filtered
at 20 microns) under flow-through conditions in a 20-L glass aquarium that contained
a layer of sediment from the collection site. The animals were fed once daily with
live marine algae Skeletonema costatum. During this acclimation period, the
temperature range was 21.2° to 22.4°C, the dissolved oxygen concentration was at
least 6.8 mg/L, the salinity range was 32 to 33 ppt, and the pH range was 8.2 to 8.5.
No amphipod mortality was noted during the 96-h acclimation period.

One day prior to initiation of the toxicity test, each sample of sediment was
thoroughly homogenized, examined to remove ambient organisms (by press sieving
on 0.5-mm sieve without the addition of water, or by direct removal if sediments
were too coarse for sieving), and then added to test vessels to achieve a depth of
approximately 4 cm. A polyethylene sheet was placed on the sediment and the
vessel was gently filled to approximately 90 percent of capacity with dilution water.
The polyethylene was removed carefully and the vessel was placed in a water bath
and aerated overnight.
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Table 2-7

Summary of supporting physical/chemical measurements and corresponding methods. (continued)

Parameter Matrix Units Methodology Reference Performing Assessment Use
Laboratory
pH* Near- - Horiba model U10 water-quality - ADL Influence on biological/
bottom probe system toxicological responses.
water
Dissolved Near- mg/L Horiba model U10 water-quality - ADL Influence on biological/
oxygen(DO)* bottom (ppm) probe system toxicological responses.
water
Water Depth® - m Fathometer - ADL Influence on biotic and
abiotic variables.
Temperature Pore °C YSI model 59 DO/ temperature - Corpus Christi Influence on biological/
water meter State Univ. toxicological responses.
Salinity Pore Ppt Reichert temperature- - Corpus Christi Influence on biological/
water compensated refractometer State Univ. toxicological responses.
pH Pore pH units Orion model 290A pH meter - Corpus Christi Influence on biological/
waler State Univ. toxicological responses.
DO Pore mg/L and YSI model 59 DO meter - Corpus Christi Influence on biological/
water %o State Univ. toxicological responses.
saturation
Sulifide Pore mg/L Orion (meodel 94-12) ion- - Corpus Christi Influence on biological/
water selective electrode in State Univ. toxicological responses.
conjunction with Orion (model
290A) meter
Ammonia Pore mg/L Orion (model 95-12) ion- - Corpus Christi Influence on biological/
(total ammonia water selective electrode in State Univ. toxicological responses.
and unionized) conjunction with Orion (model
290A) meter

*In-situ field measurement
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Table 2-7

Summary of supporting physical/chemical measurements and corresponding methods.

Parameter Matrix Units Methodology Reference Performing Assessment Use
Laboratory

Moisture Sediment | Weight % Dry & weigh - ADL Report Contaminant

Content concenlrations on a dry

weight basis.

Total Organic Sediment | Weight % Acid treatment to remove SOP ADL-2829 | Global Geochemistry® 1. Measure of organic carbon

Carbon (TOC) inorganic carbon followed by loading in sediments.

combustion at 900°C in Leco 2. Used to nermalize organic
carbon analyzer chemical parameters.

En* Sediment | mV Orion model 9678 BN redox - ADL Assess extent of anoxia in

probe subsurface sediment layers.

Grain size Sediment | Weight % Sieve and pipette Folk (1974) GEO/PLAN* 1. Provides information on

gravel, particle size distribution of
sand, silt, sediments and nature of
clay sedimentary environment.
2. Used as a normalization
factor for organic
compounds and metals.
3. Influence an infaunal
distributions.

Salinity* Near- Ppt Horiba model U10 water-quality - ADL Influence on biological/
bottom probe system toxicological responses.
water

Temperature* Near- °C Horiba model U10 water-quality - ADL Influence on biological/
bottom probe system toxicological responses.
water

*In-situ field measurement
*Global Geochemistry, Canoga Park, CA
‘GEO/PLAN Associates, Hingham, MA




2.0 Methods (continued)

Active, apparently healthy juvenile amphipods, Ampelisca abdita, were used to
initiate the test. The test specimens were from a single lot and of approximately the
same size (the mean wet weight of control organisms at the end of the test was 0.8
mg). Identification of the test animals was verified using an appropriate taxonomic
key (Bausfield 1973).

The relative sensitivity of these amphipods was evaluated in a static acute toxicity
test with the reference toxicant CuCl, in seawater without sediment. The 48-h
median lethal concentration (LC50) for this toxicant was 0.05 mg/L (95 percent
confidence interval = 0.04 to 0.07 mg/L). This value is within the lower end of the
range of values reported in the literature for the acute toxicity of inorganic copper to
marine crustaceans (EPA 1985).

Treatments for the solid-phase tests consisted of a single concentration of each
sample (100 percent sediment) and the negative control. The tests were conducted
under static conditions at a target temperature of 20 + 1°C. Twenty amphipods were
indiscriminately distributed to each of five replicates per each treatment. Amphipods

were not fed during the test.

Test vessels consisted of 1-L glass jars containing 4 cm of sediment and filled to
approximately 90 percent capacity with dilution water (water depth was 10 cm). Test
vessels were incubated in a water bath to control temperature. Gentle aeration was
supplied to all test vessels except during daily observation periods. Photoperiod was
automatically controlled and adjusted to 24 h light and O h dark to encourage
burrowing. The photoperiod was maintained with cool-white fluorescent lights that

provided a light intensity of 3 yE*'m?

Obvious mortality and sublethal effects (emergence from sediment and inability to
burrow when prodded, and obvious changes in appearance or behavior) were recorded
at 24-h intervals throughout the tests. Dead animals were removed every 24 h or
when first observed. At the conclusion of a test the sediment from each vessel was
sieved to remove amphipods. The number of live organisms, the time required for
excavated amphipods to burrow into control sediment, and any other abnormal
sublethal effects were recorded in each vessel. The tests were conducted within the
following acceptability criteria requirements: 10 percent mean control mortality
overall and 20 percent control mortality in any vessel with an acceptable temperature
range. Mean control survival during the tests was 92 to 95 percent and at least 85
percent survival occurred in each of the control exposures.

Dissolved oxygen concentration was measured in each replicate vessel every day with
a YSI (Model 57) meter. Salinity (measured with a Atago S10 refractometer), pH
(measured with a Beckman Model pHI 12 meter), and temperature (measured with a
Beckman Model pHI 12 meter) were determined from one replicate of each treatment
every day. Temperature also was continuously recorded in a beaker of water
incubated among the test vessels. Water quality was stable throughout the 10-day
exposure period for all treatments (see Appendix B, Tables B-7 through B-10).
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2.0 Methods (continued)

24.2 Porewater tests with sea urchins. Two kinds of sediment porewater tests
were performed, both using the sea urchin Arbacia punctulata. The first was a
sperm-cell toxicity test used to determine whether porewater samples from the 12 bay
sites caused statistically significant reductions in the fertilization of exposed gametes
relative to a control. The second was a morphological development test used to
determine whether porewater samples from the 12 sites caused statistically significant
developmental effects on exposed embryos relative to a control. Both tests,
performed at Corpus Christi State University in Port Aransas, Texas, are based on the
EPA standard method given in Weber et al. (1988) but incorporated modifications
developed at the Corpus Christi testing facility, as discussed below.

Surficial sediment samples from the 12 sites in Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays were
received in Port Aransas, Texas three to six days after collection. It was noted that
the blue ice included with samples from sites 9 through 12 had thawed during
shipment and these samples were not chilled upon receipt. All shipments were
accompanied by sample tracking sheets, and samples were logged into laboratory
sample tracking systems. The samples were either refrigerated (4°C) or processed
immediately upon receipt. All porewater samples were extracted 0 to 1 days after
receipt.

Porewater was extracted from the sediments using a pressurized squeeze-extraction
device. This extractor is made of polyvinyl chloride (PVC) and uses an 8-ym
polyester filter. It is the same device used in previous sediment quality assessment
surveys in Tampa Bay, Florida (SAIC 1992, USFWS 1992) and in Galveston Bay,
Texas (Carr 1993). The apparatus and extraction procedures are detailed in Corpus
Christi SOP F10.9.

Porewater was extracted from eight of the sediment samples the day they were
received, and four were held refrigerated (4°C) until processed the following day.
After extraction, the porewater samples were centrifuged in polycarbonate bottles at
4,200 g for 15 minutes to remove any suspended particulate material and were then
frozen. Two days before the start of a toxicity test the samples were moved from the
freezer to a refrigerator (4°C), and one day prior to testing were thawed at room
temperature (20°C) or in a tepid water bath. Temperature of the samples was
maintained at 20£1°C. Sample salinity was measured and adjusted to 30%1 ppt, if
necessary, using ultrapure sterile water or concentrated brine (Corpus Christi SOP
F10.12). Only three porewater samples from test sites (Stations 10, 11, and 12) with
salinities at 32 ppt and the control porewater sample (35 ppt) needed to be diluted to
satisfy the test salinity requirement. Other water-quality measurements (DO, pH,
sulfide, and ammonia) also were made as described below. Unionized ammonia
concentration, expressed as nitrogen (UAN), was calculated for each sample using the
respective salinity, temperature, pH, and total ammonia (TAN) values. Any samples
containing less than 80 percent DO saturation were gently aerated. Following the
water-quality measurements and adjustments the samples were centrifuged, as was
done before freezing, and were stored overnight at 4°C but returned to 20+1°C before
the start of the toxicity tests.
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2.0 Methods (continued)

The sperm-cell fertilization test was conducted following the procedures outlined in
Corpus Christi SOP F10.6, which as mentioned above is a modification of the EPA
standard method given in Weber et al. (1988). This is a one-hour test conducted with
replication under static conditions at 20+1°C, using porewater samples from the study
sites and additional negative control site. Each of the 12 porewater samples was
tested in a dilution series design at 100, 50, 25, and 12.5 percent of the water-quality
adjusted sample with 5 replicates per treatment. Dilutions were made with 0.45-pm

filtered seawater.

In the EPA procedure (Weber et al. 1988), the sperm density is determined spectro-
photometrically. Tests conducted at the Corpus Christi testing facility have shown
that if the sperm is collected "dry,"” which is not done in the EPA method, the sperm
remains viable for at least 8 hours when kept on ice. This variation in the EPA
method allows a pretest to be conducted with various combinations of eggs and
sperm at different dilutions thus optimizing the sensitivity of the test. The best
egg/sperm combination is then used in the toxicity test rather than four different
arbitrary egg/sperm combinations as recommended in the EPA method.

The release of gametes from adult sea urchins to use in the fertilization tests was
facilitated by electrical stimulation in seawater with a 12V transformer. Sperm and
eggs were exposed to the replicate treatments in disposable glass scintillation vials,
each containing 5 mL of porewater from a test or control site. After a 1-h incubation
period, 100 eggs were examined per sample and the percentage of fertilized eggs,
defined by the presence of a fertilization membrane surrounding the egg, was
recorded as the standard biological endpoint.

A reference porewater sample collected from Redfish Bay, Texas, which had been
handled identically to the test samples, was included with each fertilization toxicity
test as a negative control. This site is far removed from any known sources of
contamination and has been used previously as a reference site (Carr and Chapman
1992, Carr 1993). In addition, a dilution-series test with sodium dodecyl sulfate
(SDS) was included as a positive control. This test resulted in an LC50 of 2.72 mg
SDS/L (95 percent confidence interval of 2.51 to 2.94 mg/L). This value is within
the range of acceptable values that have been established previously in the Corpus
Christi laboratory for the sea urchin fertilization test with SDS.

The sea urchin embryological development test followed the procedures outlined in
Corpus Christi SOP F10.7, which also is based on the EPA standard method (Weber
et al. 1988). Each of the 12 porewater samples was tested in a dilution-series design
with 5 replicates per treatment. In a preliminary trial, all 100 percent and 50 percent
dilutions of the water-quality adjusted samples were toxic, so the test was run again
with dilutions of 50, 25, 12.5, and 6.25 percent. Procedures for obtaining sperm and
eggs were identical to those used in the fertilization tests. Reference porewater
(negative control) and a positive control test with the reference toxicant SDS also
were included as described for the fertilization test.
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2.0 Methods (continued)

The tests were conducted for 48 h under static conditions at 20+1°C. Sperm and
eggs were exposed to the replicate treatments in disposable glass scintillation vials,
each containing 5 mL of porewater from a test or control site. After the 48-h
incubation period, 100 eggs/embryos were removed per sample and the following
measurements recorded: number of normally developed echinoplutei, number of
echinoplutei with abnormalities, number of embryos arrested in earlier developmental
stages, and number of unfertilized eggs. The percentage of normal echinoplutei
relative to the total number of eggs/embryos were recorded for each sample as the
biological endpoint.

The SDS positive control resulted in an LC50 of 6.74 mg SDS/L (95 percent
confidence interval of 6.42 to 7.07 mg/L). This value is within the range of
acceptable values that had been established previously in the Corpus Christi
laboratory for the sea urchin embryological development test with SDS.

Water-quality measurements were obtained in each treatment at the beginning of the
fertilization and embryological development tests. Salinity was recorded to the
nearest 1 ppt with a temperature-compensated Reichert refractometer; pH was
recorded to the nearest 0.01 pH unit with an Orion (Model 290A) pH meter; DO
concentration and percent saturation were recorded to the nearest 0.1 mg/L and 1
percent, respectively, with a YSI (Model 59) DO meter; ammonia was recorded to
the nearest 0.01 mg/L with an Orion ion-selective electrode (Model 95-12) in
conjunction with an Orion (Model 290A) meter; sulfide was recorded to the nearest
0.01 mg/L. with an Orion ion-selective electrode (Model 94-12) in conjunction with
an Orion (Model 290A) meter; and temperature was recorded to the nearest 0.1°C
with a YSI (Model 59) DO/temperature meter.

2.5 Infaunal Community Analysis

Macroinfauna (animals > 0.5 mm) were identified and enumerated from each of the
three replicate, 0.1-m? samples collected at each of the 12 Massachusetts/Cape Cod
Bay stations. These data were used to characterize the infaunal assemblages at each
of the stations and to provide a basis for identifying sites where high sediment
contamination and/or toxicity are linked potentially to the presence of degraded
benthic communities. All benthic samples were processed at Ruff Systematics in
Solana Beach, California.

Once samples were received in the laboratory, they were immediately transferred
from 10 percent buffered formalin to 70 percent ethanol. Animals were separated
from debris in each of the samples under a dissecting microscope. A biological stain
(rose bengal) was added to facilitate sorting. Sorted specimens were identified to
the lowest possible taxon, i.e., the species level wherever possible. As species were
identified, and the number of individuals per each species recorded, they were placed
back in 70 percent ethanol and archived permanently by species. A list of the
numbers of individuals per each species was recorded for each replicate sample
(Appendix B, Table B-13).
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2.0 Methods (continued)

Re-checks of sorted benthic material were performed on 10 percent of the infaunal
samples (i.e., 4 of the 36 samples originally sorted) as a QA/QC measure. Per each
batch of eight samples processed, one sample was re-checked for this purpose. If in
this sample the sorter failed to remove at least 95 percent of the animals originally
present, a second sample from this same batch of eight samples was re-checked. If
this second sample also failed the QC, then all remaining samples in this same batch
were re-checked as well. This same process was repeated for each batch of eight
samples. Because a senior-level taxonomist performed the original sorts, the sorting
accuracy was within the acceptable range in all cases. Taxonomic identifications
were verified by comparing samples against archived voucher specimens available at

Ruff Systematics.
2.6 Data Analysls

Concentrations and compositional patterns of hydrocarbons, chlorinated pesticides,
PCBs, and metals in each of the sediment samples (one sample per station) were
examined graphically and by straightforward data comparisons in an effort to identify
potential contaminant sources and to evaluate whether concentrations at any of the
sites were at levels known to cause adverse effects on marine organisms. The latter
reported bioeffects data, used for comparison with the present sediment chemistry
data, consisted of the Effects Range-Low (ER-L) and Effects Range-Median (ER-M)
values of Long and Morgan (1990) and the No-Observed Effect Level (NOEL) and
Probable Effects Level (PEL) values of MacDonald (1992). The strength and
direction of association between the various chemical variables and toxicological and
biological endpoints were also examined by correlation analysis.

Among-site differences in replicated toxicological and biological variables were
examined statistically by ANOVA and post-hoc pair-wise comparison tests. Prior to
running these analyses, the data were first tested for violations of assumptions of
normality and homogeneity of variances. The Shapiro-Wilks test and Bartlett’s test
were used to determine conditions of normality and homogeneity of variances,
respectively. Data transformations were used wherever necessary to help establish
normality and homogeneity of variances: arcsines or arcsine square-roots were used
for % survival and sublethal responses for amphipods and sea urchins; and log,,, or
log,, (X + 1), transformations were used for benthic infaunal variables.

For normal data, mean differences were tested with the parametric ANOVA F test.
A-posteriori identification of where significant mean differences existed was
determined by the Tukey-Kramer Honestly Significant Difference (HSD) test (Tukey
1953, Sokal and Rohif 1981). This is a post-hoc, pair-wise comparison test
recommended for normally distributed data with equal variances (Day and Quinn
1989). The Games-Howell test (Games and Howell 1976, Sokal and Rohlf 1981) has
been recommended as a pair-wise comparison test for the case of normal data with
unequal variances (Day and Quinn 1989), however none of the data in the present
study displayed this condition (at least once appropriate transformations were made).
For the case of nonnormal data, the Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric ANOVA (Sokal
and Rohlf 1981) and Scheffé’s pair-wise comparison test (Scheffé 1953) were used.

2-25



2.0 Methods (continued)

Scheffé’s test is robust to both nonnormality and unequal variances and is not limited
to sample size.

Toxicological response variables were analyzed to determine whether any of the
sediment and porewater samples from the 12 study sites were toxic to populations of
amphipods and sea urchins in comparison to the corresponding negative controls. As
an initial step, statistical differences among treatments (12 test sediments plus
control) were determined using one-way ANOVA on percent survival (for
amphipods) and other sublethal variables (for sea urchins) transformed usually to arc-
sine square-roots, if necessary, to establish conditions of normality and homogeneity
of variances (an arcsine transformation was required in one case). Following the
ANOVA, a Dunnett’s one-tailed test (Dunnett 1955, 1985; Zarr 1974; Miller 1981)
was used to identify which test samples were different in comparison to the
corresponding controls. Prior to running these analyses, the data were tested for
normality and homogeneity of variances using the procedures described above. The
relationship between sediment toxicity and other measured environmental variables
was examined by correlation analysis.

The trimmed Spearman-Karber method with Abbott’s correction (Hamilton et al.
1977) was used to calculate EC,, and LC,, values for the dilution-series tests with sea
urchin gametes and embryos. Data points defined as outliers (>t4 SD from the mean
of the other replicates within the treatment) were excluded from the data sets prior to
statistical analyses.

Response variables examined as part of the benthic community assessment consisted
of numbers of species and individuals (all species combined); the Shannon
information function, H” (Shannon and Weaver 1949); the associated evenness
component, J* (Pielou 1966); and densities of individual dominant species. Base 2
logarithms were used to calculate H”. Relative differences in percent taxonomic
composition (on the basis of both abundance and numbers of species) among the
various stations were compared as well.

Among-site differences in selected benthic response variables were tested statistically
as a two-stage procedure consisting of a one-way ANOVA F test, or the distribution-
free Kruskal-Wallis test in the nonparametric case, followed by the appropriate pair-
wise comparison test as described above (either Tukey’s HSD or Scheffes’ test).
These tests were run with replication (n = 3) and with site as a main effect.

Numerical classification, or "cluster analysis," also was used to help identify patterns
of faunal similarity among the different stations. Normal (Q mode) numerical
classification (Boesch 1977) was performed on log,, (X + 1) transformed data.
Group-average sorting (= unweighted pair-group method; Sneath and Sokal 1973)
was used as the clustering method and Bray-Curtis similarity (Bray and Curtis 1957)
was used as the resemblance measure. Results were expressed in the form of a
dendrogam in which samples were ordered into groups of increasingly greater
similarity based on resemblances of component-species abundances. Thus samples
clustered closely together display greater similarities than samples spaced further
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2.0 Methods (continued)

apart and the degree of separation can be used to depict spatial differences due to
some environmental factor or combination of factors.

Correlation analysis was used to examine the strength and direction of association
between the various chemical, toxicological, and biological variables. Correlation
analysis was based on Pearson’s product-moment correlation coefficient, r. The
significance of the correlations, i.e., the null hypothesis that any two variables are not
correlated (Ho: r = 0), was tested as a ¢-test, with n-2 df, and with the significance
level adjusted to correct for experimentwise error rate using the Dunn-Sidak method

(Ury 1976, Sokal and Rohlf 1981).

A final data analysis approach was the use of straightforward data comparisons
coupled with simple graphics to help interpret one set of data in light of those from
the other study components. Similarly, information on bioeffect concentrations of
contaminants from past studies was considered, as mentioned above, to help in
interpreting the relationships between chemical, toxicological, and biological data in

the present study.
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3.0 Results and DIscusslon

3.1 Supportive Chemical and Physical Properties of Sediments, Porewater,
and Near-Bottom Water

Water quality and other supporting physical measurements made on sediment and
near-bottom water samples are summarized in Table 3-1. Depths at MLLW ranged
from 0.30 to 5.1 m. DO, temperature, salinity, and pH in near-bottom water ranged
from 6.79 to 11.57 mg/L, 16.3° to 24.5°C, 29.6 to 30.9 ppt, and 7.44 to 7.90
respectively. None of the DO values were below the Massachusetts standard of 6
mg/L. (Code of Massachusetts Regulations, Title 314). Sediment temperatures (upper
8 cm) were typically 1° to 7°C cooler than near-bottom water temperatures at
corresponding stations, with the exception of the shallower Wellfleet Harbor stations,
which had slightly higher temperatures in both sediments and near-bottom water.
Sediment TOC ranged from 0.23 to 4.29 percent and showed wide variations within
two of the three harbors (e.g., Wellfleet Harbor Station had the lowest and the second
highest TOC concentrations; Salem/Beverly Harbor had the highest and second
lowest TOC concentrations). Wellfleet Harbor sites had coarser sediment than the
other two harbor systems. Percentages of sand ranged from 84 to 97 percent in
Wellfleet Harbor and from 11 to 72 percent in Boston and Salem/Beverly Harbors.

Sediment redox data are presented in Appendix B, Table B-14. Though these data
displayed a large degree of variability, some trends were evident. Most stations, with
the exception of Stations 8, 10, and 12, showed a preponderance of negative mV
values among the various replicates and depth intervals, reflecting the presence of
anaerobic/reducing environments. Several stations showed logical patterns of
decreasing (more negative) mV values with increasing sediment depth. Station 1 in
inner Wellfleet Harbor had the most anaerobic sediments (lowest mV values) and
Station 12 off Marblehead had the most aerobic sediments (highest mV values).

Water-quality measurements for porewater samples are summarized in Table

3-2. Initial salinity of porewater from the 12 test sites ranged from 29 to 32 ppt and
the reference porewater salinity was 35 ppt. Porewater dissolved oxygen
concentrations were above 88 percent saturation for all samples. Values for pH
ranged from 7.26 to 7.76 in the test samples and pH was 8.20 in the control sample.
Porewater concentrations of sulfide and ammonia were high at some sites. The
concentration of total sulfide (H,S, HS", and S?), for example, was at or above the
detection limit of 0.01 mg/L in samples from all Wellfleet Harbor sites and was
especially high (0.42 mg/L) at the innermost Station 1. Past studies with the sea-
urchin toxicity tests generally have shown significant impacts at sites where total
sulfide concentrations in porewater are > 0.01 mg/L (S. Carr, personal
communication). Given a total sulfide concentration at Station 1 of 0.42 mg/L, the
concentration of toxic unionized H,S is estimated to be 130 pg/L, which greatly
exceeds the EPA Water Quality Criteria value of 2.0 ng/L (EPA 1976). Porewater
concentrations of unionized H,S exceed the EPA criterion for all Wellfleet Harbor
sites (Table 3-2). Because of the volatility of H,S, this is likely to be a highly
conservative estimate of the actual unionized H,S concentration in ambient porewater.
Measurements in the present study were made in laboratory extracted samples.
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Table 3-1 Supporting water quality and sediment data by station (NB = near-f,bottom water; S#ED = sediment).

Station Depth!  DO-NB- T-NB T-SED? Salinity pH-NB SED % % Sand % Silt % Clay
(m) (mg/L) (8] °C) -NB TOC Gravel
(ppt) (% Wt)

1 0.30 6.79 24.5 235 29.9 7.63 2.93 6.5 85.8 45 32
2 0.49 7.23 219 220 30.9 7.44 0.23 04 96.7 14 15
3 23 7.52 220 22.1 30.9 7.84 147 14 84.1 8.8 5.7
4 28 7.06 222 223 30.8 7.84 0.87 1.6 90.9 45 30
5 4.7 - 927 188 14.4 30.3 1.75 2.12 0 29.6 44.6 25.8
6 28 8.48 20.3. 17.2 29.6 7.49 248 0 36.6 46.7 16.7
7 3.1 831 211 17.8 30.6 7.70 1.96 04 36.0 494 14.1
8 24 8.67 19.2 17.1 30.8 7.53 1.69 0.2 58.1 27.2 144
9 33 10.60 16.3 12.2 304 7.90 207 10.8 67.0 15.1 7.1
10 5.1 10.60 188 11.9 29.9 7.50 0.87 04 514 34.8 134
11 3.6 9.27 209 . 13.8 299 7.80 4.29 0 11.0 84.0 4.9
12 43 11.57 164 12.8 29.9 7.80 1.81 0 72.3 194 82

'Depth in meters at MLLW
*Temperature in upper 8 cm of sediment; average of 4 measurements at 2-, 4-, 6-, 8-cm depth intervals



Table 3-2 Water quality parameters after salinity adjustment and original salinity of
sediment porewater samples.

Site | Salinity! DO* | DO | pH | TAN® | UAN* | Total | Unionized | %
(ppt) (mg/L) (mg/L) Sulfide H,S ous’
(g/L) | (mg/Ly® | (ng/L)®

1 29 7.5 97 7.36 54.6 402 0.42 130 100
2 31 7.5 97 7.26 113 66 0.01 3.6 100
3 31 7.4 96 7.46 14.7 136 0.01 2.6 100
4 30 6.9 90 7.32 10.0 67 0.01 3.3 100
5 31 7.8 100 | 7.62 12.0 160 <0.01 ND 100
6 31 6.8 88 7.72 6.24 104 <0.01 ND 100
) 31 7.1 92 766 | 4.76 69 <0.01 ND 100
8 31 72 93 7.69 120 187 <0.01 ND 100
9 31 7.0 91 7.44 6.93 61 <0.01 ND 100
10 32 7.7 100 | 7.70 31.2 498 <0.01 ND 94.0
11 32 7.6 97 7.76 33.3 609 <0.01 ND 94.0
12 32 16 98 7.71 13.8 225 <0.01 ND 94.0

REF® 35 7.2 93 820 | 061 30 <0.01 ND 85.7

lSalinity of sample prior to adjustment. Samples adjusted to 30 £ 1%o.

2Dissolved oxygen.

3Total ammonia expressed as nitrogen.

*Unionized ammonia expressed as nitrogen (approximate values calculated from ammonia equilibrium equation).
STotal sulfide: H,S = HS" + §2

Unionized H,S, (approximate values calculated from sﬁlﬁde equilibrium equation).

"Percent of original unadjusted sample after salinity adjustment.

SReference porewater extracted from sediment collected near Lydia Ann Channel in Redfish Bay, Texas.
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3.0 Results and Discussion (continued)

Total ammeonia (dissolved NH, and NH,*) in control porewater was 0.61 mg/L and in
the test samples ranged from 4.76 to 54.6 mg/L. Unionized ammonia (UAN, the
dissolved NH, portion) in the control was 30 pg/L and ranged from 61 to 609 pg/L
in the test samples. The UAN LOEC determined in the Corpus Christi toxicity
testing facility is 800 pg/L for the fertilization test and 90 pg/L for the embryological
development test. These LOECs were not exceeded in any of the 12 samples for the
fertilization test but were exceeded in 5 of the 12 samples (Stations 1, 8, 10, 11, and
12) for the embryological development test in the 50 percent dilution treatment.
Some caution must be exercised, however, in comparing porewater concentrations to
LOEC derived from water-column toxicity tests, which usually are conducted, as
required by most testing protocols, at TOC levels that are considerably lower than
levels commonly found in sediment porewater. The higher TOC levels in porewater
indicate the presence of organic compounds that could reduce the bioavailability of
any chemical contaminants that are present.

3.2 Sediment Contaminants

Raw data on concentrations of sediment hydrocarbons, metals, PCBs, and chlorinated
pesticides are presented in Appendix B, Tables B-1, B-2, B-3, and B-4 respectively.
Bar graphs of the concentrations of these contaminants plotted by station are given in
Appendix C. Plots of individual PAH distributions in each sediment sample are
given in Appendix D.

Measured concentrations of key contaminants were compared to the No-Observed-
Effect Level (NOEL) and Probable Effects Level (PEL) of MacDonald (1992), and to
the Effects Range-Low (ER-L) and Effects Range-Median (ER-M) values of Long
and Morgan (1990), as a means of evaluating whether these contaminants were
present in sediments at concentrations known to cause adverse effects on marine
organisms (Table 3-3). The NOEL and ER-L values are similar in range (usually
within a factor of two of one another) and provide estimates of the maximum
concentration at which no effect is observed and the lowest concentration at which
adverse biological effects on some marine organisms (presumably the most sensitive
ones) are observed, respectively. The PEL and ER-M values are also similar in range
(usually within a factor of two of one another) and indicate the concentration above
which bioeffects are expected to occur on a wider variety of benthic organisms.

Only contaminants that have reported NOEL, PEL, ER-L, or ER-M values are
included in Table 3-3. :

All contaminants (or summed contaminant parameters) except acenaphthylene,
naphthalene, 2-methylnaphthalene, Cd, Sb, and Ni exceeded the corresponding NOEL
or ER-L value (lower of the two) at one or more stations (Table 3-3). The
magnitude of these exceedances is summarized by contaminant and station in Table
3-4. Stations 1 through 4 in Wellfleet Harbor were the cleanest sites. There were no
exceedances at Station 2, and only one contaminant (chlordane) exceeded the
NOEL/ER-L value at each of Stations 3 and 4. In both cases, these exceedances
were small (within a factor of two of the NOEL/ER-L value). The most
contaminated of the four sites in Wellfleet Harbor was the innermost harbor
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Table 3-3 No-observed-effect level and probable effects level (NOEL and PEL,
respectively; MacDonald 1992) and effects range-low and effects range-
median (ER-L and ER-M, respectively; Long and Morgan 1990) for key
contaminants. Exceedances of the lower NOEL or ER-L values by station
are also shown.

Contaminant NOEL | PEL ER-L | ER-M | Stations exceeding NOEL or ER-L!
PCBs (ng/g)

Total PCBs 24 260 50 400 5(63), 6(92), 7(105), 8(55), 9(58),

10(47), 11(mean of 52)
Chlorinated Pesticides (ng/g)

Total Chlordane® - - 0.5° 6.0° 1(1.3), 3(0.66), 4(0.58), 5(3.4), 6(6.6),
7(4.2), 8(4.8), 9(4.3), 10(6.2), 11(8.8),
12(2.5)

Dieldrin - - 0.02 8 1(0.08), 5(0.63), 8(0.19), 10(0.65)

Total DDT 4105 270 1.0 7.0 5(11.1), 7(2.5), 8(3.8), 10(2.0), 11(mean
of 2.3), 12(2.2)

Total DDE 1.7 130 2.0 150 5(2.7), 6(3.4), 7(4.5), 8(8.9), 9(2.9),
10(6.4), 11(mean of 6.1), 12(4.0)

Total DDD - - 2.0 200 (5(12), 6(14), 7(13), 8(9.1), 9(20),
10(71), 11(mean of 27), 12(14)

Total DDT, DDE, - - 3.0 350 5(26), 6(17), 7(20), 8(22), 9(24), 10(79),

DDD 11(mean of 35), 12(20)

Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (ng/g)

Acenaphthene 22 450 150 650 5(23), 9(35)

Anthracene 85 740 960 960 5(115), 9(340), 11(mean of 93)

Fluorene 18 460 35 640 5(42), 6(24), 8(19), 9(107), 10(29),
11(mean of 39), 12(21)

Naphthalene 130 1100 340 2100 None

'Measured concentration in parentheses. Units for contaminants: pesticides, PCBs, and PAHs (ng/g); metals

(pg/g).

“Includes heptachlor, heptachlor epoxide, cis-chlordane, and transnonachlor.

*Component compounds not identified.
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Table 3-3 No-observed-effect level and probable effects level (NOEL and PEL,
respectively; MacDonald 1992) and effects range-low and effects range-
median (ER-L and ER-M, respectively; Long and Morgan 1990) for key
contaminants. Exceedances of the lower NOEL or ER-L values by station
are also shown. (continued)

Contaminant NOEL | PERL | ER.L | ER-M Stations exceeding NOEL or ER-L!
Polynuclear Aromatic Hyrocarbons (ng/g) (continued)
Phenanthrene 140 1200 225 1280 5(338), 6(216), 7(169), 8(170), 9(906),
10(251), 11(mean of 369)
Benz(a)anthracene 160 1300 230 1600 5(353), 6(282), 7(185), 8(170), 9(793),
10(277), 11(mean of 399), 12(205)
Benzo(a)pyrene 230 1700 400 2500 5(389), 6(329), 9(865), 10(330),
11(mean of 461), 12(230)
Chrysene 220 1700 400 2800 5(346), 6(273), 9(762), 10(304),
11(mean of 437)
Dibenzo(a,h)- 31 320 60 260 5(68), 6(61), 7(45), 8(34), 9(144),
anthracene 10(62), 11(mean of 86), 12(39)
Fluoranthene 380 3200 600 3600 5(641), 6(465), 9(1648), 10(541),
11(mean of 828), 12(418)
Pyrene 290 1900 350 2200 5(533), 6(428), 7(316), 9(1339),
10(449), 11(mean of 647), 12(344)
Z PAHs - - 4000 | 35000 5(6855), 6(5353)m 9(15511), 10(5671),
11(mean of 8009)
Metals (ng/g)
As 8 64 33 85 5(13), 6(14), 10(13), 11(16)
Cd 1 7.5 5 9 None
Ag 0.5 2.5 1 2.2 5(24), 6(3.4), 7(3.3), 8(mean of 2.9),
9(0.58), 10(1.2), 12(0.57)
Sb - - 2 25 None
Cr 33 240 80 145 5(118), 6(117), 7(81), 8(mean of 74),
9(363), 10(705), 11(718), 12(345)
Cu 28 170 70 390 5(52), 6(96), 7(54), 8(mean of 43),
10(39), 11(57)
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Table 3-3 No-observed-effect level and probable effects level (NOEL and PEL,

respectively; MacDonald 1992) and effects range-low and effects range-
median (ER-L and ER-M, respectively; Long and Morgan 1990) for key
contaminants. Exceedances of the lower NOEL or ER-L values by station
are also shown. (continued)

Contaminant NOEL | PERL ER-L | ER-M Stations exceeding NOEL or ER-L!
Metals {pJg/g) (continued)

Pb 21 160 35 110 1(57), 5(59), 6(94), 7(67), 8(mean of
54), 9(58), 10(80), 11(145), 12(57)

Hg 0.1 14 0.15 1.3 5(0.41), 6(0.67), 7(0.65), 8(mean of
0.30), 9(0.44), 10(0.53), 11(0.80),
12(0.40)

Ni - - 30 50 None

Zn 68 300 120 270 5(110), 6(136), 7(94), 8(mean of 84),
9(77), 10(108), 11(133), 12(81)

Be - - - - None

Mn - - - - None

Se - - - - None

Tl - - - - None
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3.0 Results and Discusslon (continued)

Station 1. Three contaminants (dieldrin, chlordane, and Pb) exceeded the
corresponding NOEL/ER-L values at this site by factors of 4.0, 2.6, and 2.7
respectively.

The most contaminated sites were in Boston and Salem/Beverly Harbors (Table 3-4).
The number of contaminants that exceeded the corresponding NOEL or ER-L value
ranged from 25 to 16 in Boston Harbor and from 23 to 16 in Salem/Beverly Harbors.
The magnitude of these exceedances was larger at sites in Salem/Beverly Harbors.
For example, overall the amounts by which contaminants exceeded their
corresponding NOEL/ER-L values were usually the largest at Stations 10 and 11 in
Salem Harbor, due mostly to high concentrations of pesticides and metals. Station 9
in Beverly Harbor had the highest concentrations of total and individual PAHs. The
most contaminated site in Boston Harbor was Station 5 in the vicinity of Deer Island.

The chemicals of possible concern in Wellfleet Harbor are dieldren, chlordane, and
Pb. However, none of these contaminants exceeded the higher PEL or ER-M values
at these sites. Among Boston Harbor and Salem/Beverly Harbor sites, all
contaminants except acenaphthylene, napthalene, 2-methylnaphthalene, Cd, Sb, and
Ni were present at concentrations that could pose a biological threat. However, the
higher PEL and/or ER-M values were exceeded only by Ag (Stations 35, 6, 7, 8) Cr
(Stations 9, 10, 11, 12), Pb (Station 11), chlordane (Stations 6, 10, and 11), DDT
(Station 5), and DDD (Stations 9, 10, 11). PCBs, dieldren, total DDT, Ag, Cu, and
Zn were present typically at higher concentrations among Boston Harbor sites than
among Salem/Beverly sites. In comparison, acenapthene, anthracene, fluorene,
phenanthrene, benz(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, chrysene, dibenzo(a,h) anthracene,
fluoranthene, pyrene, total PAHs, chlordane, total DDE, total DDD,
ZDDT+DDE+DDD, As, Cr, Pb, and Hg were usually present at higher concentrations
among Salem/Beverly Harbor sites.

The toxicity imparted by PAHs is influenced by the composition as well as the
concentration of the PAH assemblage. In a recent similar investigation of sediment
toxicity in the Delaware Estuary, a significant positive correlation was found between
sediment toxicity (10-day solid-phase toxicity test with Ampelisca abdita) and PAH
concentrations (Costa and Sauer 1994). Significant sediment toxicity was primarily
found along a portion of the Delaware River where the sediment PAH assemblages
were dominated by petroleum-derived PAHs (presumably related to the operation of
the numerous oil refineries along that portion of the Delaware River, commonly
referred to as "Refinery Row"). The PAH assemblages at all 12 stations sampled in
this Massachusetts Bays Program study are dominated by the 4- to 6-ringed PAHs
(refer to PAH distributions presented in Appendix D). These PAH distributions
indicate that the PAH loading at the study sites is primarily of pyrogenic origin.
Combustion-derived PAHs (e.g., fluoranthene, pyrene, chrysene) are widely found as
background contaminants in estuarine sediments near urban, industrial areas. Thus,
exceedances of NOEL/ER-L values (refer to Table 3-4) by 2- and 3-ringed PAHs that
are primarily derived from petroleum sources (i.e., acenaphthene, fluorene) should be
viewed cautiously. Given the presence of the more abundant pyrogenic PAHs
(including phenanthrene, anthracene, and their alkylated homologues, which derive
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Table 3-4. Magnitude of NOEL/ER-L exceedances by contaminant and station. Zeros indicate that
NOEL/ER-L value was not exceeded.

Chemical Parameter Z Sta ZSta IS
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 14 5-8 9-12
PCBs 0 0 0 0 26 | 38 | 44 | 23 24 | 20 | 22 0 0 13.1 6.6
Acenaphthene 0 0 0 0 1.1 0 0 0 1.6 0 0 0 0 1.1 1.6
Acenaphthylene 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Anthracene 0 0 0 0 1.4 0 0 0 4.0 0 1.1 0 0 1.4 5.1
Fluorene 0 0 0 0 23 13 0 1.1 59 1.6 | 22 1.7 0 47 11
Naphthalene 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
2-Methyl 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
naphthalene
Phenanthrene 0 0 0 0 24 1.5 1.2 1.2 | 65 1.8 26 0 0 6.3 11
Benz(a)anthracene 0 0 0 0 22 1.8 12 1.1 50 1.7 25 13 0 63 11
Benzo(a)pyrene 0 0 0 0 1.7 1.4 0 0 38 14 | 20 1.0 0 3.1 8.2
Chrysene 0 0 0 0 1.6 1.2 0 0 35 14 20 0 0 2.8 6.9
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 0 0 0 0 22 | 20 L5 1.1 46 | 20 | 28 1.3 0 6.8 11
Fluoranthene 0 0 0 0 1.7 1.2 0 0 43 1.4 22 1.1 0 29 9.0
Pyrene 0 0 0 0 1.8 1.5 1.1 0 4.6 1.5 22 12 0 44 9.5
% PAHs 0 0 0 0 1.7 13 0 0 39 14 20 0 0 3.0 7.3
Dieldrin 4.0 0 0 0 32 0 0 9.5 0 33 0 0 4 42 33
Total Chlordane 26 0 132 1.16 6.8 13 84 | 96 8.6 12 18 5.0 5.1 38 44
Total DDT 0 0 0 0 11 0 25 | 38 0 2.0 23 22 0 17.3 75
Total DDE 0 0 0 0 16 [ 20 | 26 | 52 1.7 | 38 3.6 24 0 11 12
Total DDD 0 0 0 0 60 | 70 | 65 | 46 10 36 14 12 0 24 72
Total DDT, DDE, DDD 0 0 0 0 87 | 57 | 67 | 73 8.0 26 12 6.7 0 28 53
As 0 0 0 0 1.6 1.8 0 0 0 1.6 20 0 0 3.4 36
Cd 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ag 0 0 0 0 24 | 34 | 33 2.9 12 1.2 0 1.14 0 12 1.2
Sb 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Cr 0 0 0 0 36 | 35 | 25 | 22 11 21 22 10 0 12 64
Cu 0 0 0 0 1.9 | 34 1.9 1.5 0 1.4 20 0 0 8.7 34
Pb 27 0 0 0 28 | 45 | 32 | 26 | 28 38 6.9 2.7 2.7 13 16
Hg 0 0 0 0 41 67 | 65 | 30 | 44 | 53 8.0 4.0 0 20 22
Ni 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Zn 0 0 0 0 16 | 20 14 1.2 1.1 1.6 2.0 12 0 6.2 59
Number of contaminants 3 0 1 1 25 21 16 17 21 23 22 16
that exceeded corresponding
NOEL or ER-L value
I Exceedance Factors 9.3 0 1.3 12 107 70 55 60 98 165 | 117 54
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3.0 Results and Discussion (continued)

from both petrogenic and pyrogenic sources), acenaphthene, fluorene (in particular)
and other petrogenic-sourced PAHs in general are not likely causes of the observed
bioeffects. The naphthalenc fraction, which is often associated with adverse effects
on the benthos, was at concentrations below NOEL/ER-L values at all sites.

Within each harbor system, the stations targeted as reference sites were either the
least or second least contaminated site with respect to ovcrall contaminations (Table
3-4). For example, in Wellfleet Harbor, the outermost Station 4 had only one small
NOEL/ER-L exceedance (chlordane). In Boston Harbor, Station 8 in Hull Bay had
the second lowest frequency of exceedances (17 out of 31 contaminants). The
overall magnitude of these cxceedances were also the second lowest at this site.
Among Salem/Beverly Harbor sites, Station 12 outside of the harbor had the lowest
frequency and magnitude of exceedances.

3.3 Sediment Toxicity

3.3.1 Adverse effects of sediment on survival of the amphipod Ampelisca
abdita. Raw data from analytical toxicity tests are given in Appendix B, Table B-5
(for overall 10-day exposure results) and Table B-6 (daily survival). Daily records of
DO, salinity, temperature, and pH are presented in Appendix B in Tables B-7, B-8,
B-9 and B-10, respectively.

Results of ANOVA revealed a significant difference (at P = 0.05) in mean percent
survival of amphipods among the various sediment treatments, consisting of the 12
Massachusetts/Cape Cod Bays stations and negative controls [For C1 versus Stations
1 through 4 and 9 through 12: calculated F ratio = 5.889; critical F value at 8,36 df =
2.27. For C2 versus Stations 5 through 8: calculated F ratio = 4.306; critical F value
at 4,20 df = 2.87]. Dunnett’s test (Figure 3.1) showed that sediments from five
stations--Station 1 in Wellfleet Harbor, Stations 5 through 7 in Boston Harbor, and
Station 9 in Beverly Harbor--had significantly higher mortality of amphipods (at P =
0.05) in comparison to corresponding controls. Mean survival of amphipods after 10
days in sediments from these five sites ranged from 53 percent to 82 percent while
mean control survival ranged from 92 percent to 95 percent. Lowest survival
occurred in sediment from Station 1 in inner Wellfleet Harbor. No sublethal effects
(such as emergences from sediment, inability to burrow when prodded, or other
obvious changes in appearances or behavior) were noted in any of the sediments.

3.3.2 Adverse effects of sediment porewater on gamete fertilization and
embryological development of the sea urchin Arbacia punctulata. The sea
urchin fertilization and embryological development tests were both performed using
the same test and control porewater samples. Water-quality measurements made on
these samples are discussed above in Section 3.1.

Raw data and means from the fertilization and embryological development tests are
given in Appendix B, Tables B-11 and B-12 respectively. Results of the Dunnett’s
comparison performed on the data are presented in Table 3-5 and 3-6, and this
information is summarized by station in Table 3-7. ECyys, where calculable, are
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Table 3-5

Mean sea urchin fertilization test data (in percent) for sediment porewater

samples. Asterisks denote significant differences between site and
reference porewater (Dunnett’s t-test; * P< 0.05, ** P < 0.001).

100% WQAS' 50% WQAS? 25% WQAS® 12.5% WQAS*
Site Mean t SD Site Mean + SD Site Mean t SD Site Mean t SD
REF 958+ 1.9 REF® 958 £ 1.9 REF* 958 £ 1.9 REF 958+ 1.9

9 97.0%+ 1.9 12 97.0+23 9 975124 11 942+ 22
12 962t 1.5 10 96.0 £ 1.9 10 968 + 2.6 10 938122
6 942 % 1.3 9 94.8 3.1 11 95.8 £ 2.9 12 925 3.0
16 920+ 1.6 7 946 + 22 5 95.0+ 3.7 7 923 +5.0
7 91.8+44 5 94029 12 938+ 1.6 6 90.0 5.0
5 90.6 + 34 11 934 +43 8 938+ 1.5 5 884 + 3.7
11 90.0 £ 2.9* 6 934130 7 89.0 £ 4.4* 2 870t 5.5
8 66.6 £ 12 5%* 8 92.8 £ 4.7 6 87.2 + 8.5* 8 86.2 £ 9.7
4 5.4 £ 3.1*%* 4 154 + 4.8** 2 41.2 £ 3.9%* 9 BS6 116
3 2.6 £ 2. 4% 3 14.4 £ 7.3** 4 35.0 £ 7.2%* 4 76.0 £ 6.1%*
2 2.0 £ 1.6** 2 9.4 t 2.9%* 3 24.4 £ 5.2%* 3 28.6 + 14.5%%
1 0.6 £ 0.5%* 1 2.8 + 2.0%* 1 2.6 £ 1.5%* 1 8.2 2k

'100% of water quality adjusted sample.

250% of water quality adjusted sample.

*25% of water quality adjusted sample.

*12.5% of water quality adjusted sample.

5

Reference porewater extracted from sediment collected in Redfish Bay,

adjusted sample was used as the control for each dilution series.

Texas. The 100% water quality
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Table 3-6 Mean sea urchin embryological development test data (in percent) for
sediment porewater samples. Asterisks denote significant differences
between site and reference porewater (Dunnett’s t-test; * P < 0.05, ** P<
0.001).

50% WQAS' 25% WQAS? 12.5% WQAS? 6.25% WQAS*
Site Mean t SD Site Mean t SD Site Mean t SD Site Mean t SD
REF* 986 % 1.1 REF® 98.6 + 1.1 REF 98.6 + 1.1 REF 986 £ 1.1

7 97010 7 984 1.5 9 982+ 0.8 5 984 £ 1.9
6 65.6 £ 30.1** 9 98.0+ 1.2 6 982 + 0.4 7 98.2+ 1.9
9 37.6 £ 16.2%* 8 974+ 15 5 978 + 1.3 11 98.0 £ 0.7
4 17.2 £ 15.5%% 4 96.5+ 1.9 7 97.8 £ 0.8 4 978 £ 1.3
2 11.0 £ 4.5%* 6 96.2 + 2.0 12 97.6 £ 0.9 8 97.6 £ 2.2
3 0 O** 2 93.6 + 3.4* 2 97.0 £ 3.3 2 976 £ 1.1
8 0 £ O** 5 91.2 + 1.3** 4 97.0 + 24 12 976 + 1.1
1 0+ 0** 12 75.6 £ 15.0** 8 962 + 1.1 6 97.0 £ 1.6
10 0 + O** 3 21.0 £ 10.7** 10 952 + 7.6 9 96.6 + 2.3
11 0+ 0** 11 0 £ O** 3 85.8 + 12.5* 10 96.6 + 2.3
12 0 £ O** 10 0+ O** 11 352 £ 31.8** 3 87.2 £ 11.6%*
5 0 + O** 1 0 + O** 1 0% O** 1 67.2 £ 7.2%*

'50% of water quality adjusted sample.

25% of water quality adjusted sample.

’12.5% of water quality adjusted sample.

*6.25% of water quality adjusted sample.

’ Reference porewater extracted from sediment collected in Redfish Bay, Texas. The 100% water quality

adjusted sample was used as the control for each dilution series.
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Table 3-7 Summary of Dunnett’s t-test resuits for the sea urchin fertilization
and embryological development tests with sediment porewater.
Mean % Fertilization at the % Mean % Normal Development at
Site WQAS! Tested the % WQAS* Tested
100% 50% 25% 12.5% 50% 25% 12.5% | 6.25%
1 0.6** 2.8%* 2.6%* 3.6%* O** O** O** 67.2%*
2 2.0%** 9.4+* 4]1.2k* 87.0 11.0** 93.6* 97.0 97.6
3 2.6%* 14.4%* | 24.4%* | 28 6** O* 21.0** B5.8*% | 87.2%x
4 5.4%* 15.4%% [ 35.0%* | 76.0%*% | 17.2%* 96.5 97.0 97.8
5 90.6 94.0 95.0 88.4 O 91.2%* 97.8 98.4
6 94.2 934 87.2% 90.0 65.6%* 96.2 98.2 97.0
7 91.8 94.6 89.0* 92.3* 97.0 98.4 97.8 98.2
8 66.6** 92.8 93.8 86.2 Qx 97.4 96.2 97.6
9 97.0 94.8 97.5 85.6 37.6%* 98.0 98.2 96.6
10 92.0 96.0 96.8 93.8 Q¥* O** 95.2 56.6
11 90.0* 93.8 95.8 94.2 Q** O** 35.2%* 98.0
12 96.2 97.0 93.8 92,5 | . O%* 75.6%% 97.6 97.6

'Water quality adjusted porewater sample.

Note: Significant differences from respective controls (* P < 0.05, ** P < 0.01).
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3.0 Resuits and Discussion (continued)

given in Table 3-8. The results of the Dunnett’s test indicated that fertilization was
significantly (P< 0.05) reduced in 6 of the 12 sediment porewater samples (Stations 1
through 4, 8, and 11) in comparison to control porewater. Porewater samples from
Stations 1 through 4 (all in Wellfleet Harbor) were highly toxic, with mean percent
fertilization in 100-percent samples ranging from 0.6 to 5.4 percent in comparison to
95.8 percent for the control. The 50 percent and 25 percent dilutions from these 4
stations in addition to Stations 6 and 7 were all significantly toxic as well, and the
12.5 percent dilutions of samples from Stations 1, 3, and 4 also had significantly
reduced fertilization (Table 3-7).

In a preliminary assay (run in a dilution series of 100, 50, 25, and 12.5 percent of the
original samples), all of the 50 percent dilutions were significantly toxic to sea urchin
embryos. In the present assay, in which a series of dilutions from 50 to 6.25 percent
were tested, results of Dunnett’s test indicated that normal development was
significantly reduced in 92 percent (11 of 12) of the 50-percent sediment porewater
samples in comparison to control porewater. Fifty percent (6 of 12) of the 25 percent
dilutions and 17 percent (2 of 12) of the 12.5 percent and 6.25 percent dilutions had
significantly reduced normal development (Table 3-7).

EC,, values for the fertilization test (Table 3-8) were lowest for Stations 1 through 4
in Wellfleet Harbor, with values ranging from <12.5 percent to 23.6 percent. ECj,
values for the embryological development test were lowest for Stations 1 (7.5
percent) and 3 (18.6 percent) in Wellfleet Harbor, and Stations 10 (17.3 percent) and
11 (11.2 percent) in Salem Harbor. Station 1 in Wellfleet Harbor had the lowest
EC;, values for both percent fertilization and percent normal embryological
development.

3.4 Benthic Community Structure

3.4.1 Diversity and other community characteristics. A breakdown of the
relative percent composition of major taxonomic groups for each of the 12 stations is
presented in Table 3-9. Percentages were calculated with respect to both abundance
and numbers of species. Annelids (predominantly polychaetes) dominated the
samples by percent abundance (52 to 99 percent) and percent species (51 to 66
percent). Crustaceans and molluscs were either second or third in rank for these
parameters depending on the station. Together, annelids, crustacea and molluscs
represented about 95 percent or more of the total fauna. A quantitative list of species
by station and replicate is given in Appendix B, Table B-13.

Table 3-10 summarizes diversity and other community-level parameters by station.

Total faunal densities (m?) and average numbers of species per sample (0.1 m?) are
also plotted by station in Figure 3.2. Densities ranged from 2213/m? at Station 1 in
Wellfleet Harbor to 105,843/m? at Station 8 in Boston Harbor. Average numbers of
species per sample ranged from 21 at Station 1 to 53 at Station 5 in Boston Harbor,
and total numbers of species (over all replicates within a station) ranged from 31 at
Station 7 in Boston Harbor to 69 at Station 12 outside of Salem Harbor. H’ ranged
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Table 3-8 EC;, values for sediment pore water samples.
Fertilization Test Embryological Development
Site Test
ECg,! 95% Confidence | ECsy! | 95% Confidence
Limits Limits

1 <12.5 - 7.5 NA?
2 23.6 21.5-25.8 36.2 35.1-37.4
3 <12.5 - 18.6 16.9-20.4
4 20.7 18.3-23.4 37.6 36.1-39.1
5 73.3 71.2-75.5 335 32.2-34.9
6 >100 - >50 -
7 >100 - >50 -
8 >100 - 68.3 65.1-71.6
9 >100 - 43.6 39.9-47.7
10 >100 - 17.3 16.8-17.8
11 >100 - L122 10.5-12.0
12 >100 - 30.2 28.4-32.0

Percent of water quality adjusted porewater sample.

295% confidence limits not reliable.
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Table 3-9 Relative percent composition of major taxonomic groups by abundance and species numbers for each

station,
% Abundance % Species
Station % Annelida % Crustacea % Mollusca % Other % Annelida % Crustacea % Mollusca % Other
1 86.1 6.3 7.4 0:2 54.1 21.6 21.6 2.7
2 85.2 3.1 114 0.3 59.0 10.3 28.2 2.6
3 515 423 6.2 00 56.4 20.5 23.1 0.0
4 76.0 20.7 33 0.0 574 204 204 1.9
5 87.3 8.1 44 0.1 55.9 26.5 13.2 44
6 94.7 50 03 0.0 59.0 17.9 17.9 5.1
7 98.0 0.9 1.1 0.0 61.3 129 226 3.2
8 94.7 50 0.2 133 64.1 17.2 15.6 3.1
9 86.5 1.9 114 0.2 58.5 18.5 20.0 31
10 96.8 1.0 2.1 0.1 60.9 10.9 26.1 2.2
11 99.2 0.5 0.3 0.0 66.0 220 10.0 20
12 90.5 8.1 1.3 0.2 50.7 24.6 20.3 4.3




Table 3-10  Diversity and other community-level parameters by station.

Station | Ind/m?* | avg No. Sps® | Total S* | H'® Je

1 2213 21 37 1.963757 | 0.5438
2 4947 27 39 2.31428 0.6317
3 6930 25 39 2.243341 | 0.6123
4 12437 34 54 2.343514 | 0.5875
5 66243 53 68 2.095865 | 0.4967
6 14557 25 39 1.153274 | 0.3148
i 17677 20 31 1.133395 | 0.3301
8 105843 | 46 64 0.952034 | 0.2289
9 11100 44 65 2.671838 | 0.6401
10 23200 29 46 1.055915 | 0.2758
11 37863 30 50 0.912633 | 0.2333
12 34967 48 69 2.103694 | 0.4968

“Per replicate (0.1m?)
*Based on 3 combined replicates (0.1m? each)
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3.0 Results and Discussion (continued)

from 0.95 at Station 8 to 2.34 at Station 4. J’ ranged from 0.23 at Station 11 to 0.64
at Station 9.

On the average, densities and numbers of species were lower at Wellfleet Harbor
stations than in the other two harbor systems (Figure 3.2). Also, these variables were
either the highest or second highest at the designated reference sites within each
harbor system (i.e., Station 4 in Wellfleet Harbor, Station 8 in Boston Harbor, Station
12 in Salem/Beverly Harbor). H’ diversity typically was highest or second highest
for reference sites with the exception of Station 8 in Boston Harbor. The low
diversity at this site was due largely to the extremely high density of the polychaete
Polydora cornuta (86,530/m?), which reduced the evenness component.

3.4.2 Dominant taxa. Dominant (10 most abundant) species and estimates of their
abundances by station are presented in Table 3-11. These species, which accounted
for 83 percent or more of the cumulative percent abundance of all species at a given
station, largely characterizes the benthic communities of these shallow subtidal harbor
systems. In all but two cases (Stations 4 and 9), the two highest-ranked dominants
represented more than 50 percent of the cumulative percent abundance of all species.

The most persistent and sirongly ranked dominant among the Welifieet Harbor
stations was the polychaete Streblospio benedicti. The polychaete Polydora cornuta
was the most persistent and strongly ranked dominant among Boston Harbor and
Salem/Beverly Harbor stations. Densities of these two species are plotted by station
in Figures 3.3a (Streblospio) and 3.3b (Polydora). Both species are known to be
tolerant of a wide range of polluted and organically enriched sediments (Pearson and
Rosenberg 1978). The high densities of these species at some stations--e.g., at
Stations 6, 7 and 8 in Boston Harbor and Stations 10 and 11 in Salem Harbor, where
proportions of these species represented more than half of the total faunal abundance-
-may be in response to polluted conditions at these sites.

3.4.3 Numerical classification of station groups. Numerical classification of
samples combined over the three replicates within a station defines two major cluster
groups (Figure 3.4). These groups consist of Cluster Group A containing all but one
station (Station 7) in Boston Harbor and Salem/Beverly Harbors, and Cluster Group
B containing Station 7 in Boston Harbor and all stations in Wellfleet Harbor. The
separation of these two cluster groups reflects the generally lower total densities and
numbers of species, and higher-ranked dominance of Streblospio benedicti (in
contrast to Polydora cornuta), at Station 7 and at Stations 1 through 4 in comparison
to the other sites.

3.4.4  Statistical analysis of among-station differences. Results of ANOVA, run

on log,,-transformed data, revealed a highly significant difference in mean total
density among the 12 stations [P > F=0.0001; calculated F ratio = 11.154; df = 11
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Table 3-11  Dominant macroinfaunal species (A=Amphipoda, B=Bivalvia, C=Cumacea, D=Decapoda, G=Gastropoda,

O=0ligochaeta, P=Polychaeta),

1€

Wellfleet Harbor Wellfleet Harbor
Station 1 Station 2
Species Ind.m* CUM% Species Ind.m* CUM%
Streblospio benedicti (P) 890 40.2 Streblospio benedicti (P) 2030 410
Microphthalmus sczelkowii (P) 396 58.1 Leitoscoloplos robustus (P) 510 51.3
Heteromastus filiformis (P) 170 65.8 Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 333 58.1
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 163 73.2 Capitella capitata species complex (P) | 293 64.0
Crassostrea virginica (B) 87 77.1 Heteromastus filiformis (P) 290 69.9
Polydora cornuta (P) 67 80.1 Mercenaria mercenaria (B) 277 75.5
Pagurus longicarpus (D) 63 83.0 Spio setosa (P) 197 794
Capitella capitata species complex (P) | 63 85.8 Acteocina canaliculata (G) 180 83.1
Polydora spp. juv. (P) 57 88.4 Scolelepis squamata (P) 157 86.3
Tellina agilis (B) 43 904 Polydora cornuta (P) 150 89.3
All fauna (37 species)* 2213 100.0 All fauna (39 species)* 4947 100.0
Station 3 Station 4

Streblospio benedicti (P) 2100 303 Heteromastus filiformis (P) 2750 22.1
Ampelisca abdita (A) 1397 50.5 Streblospio benedicti (P) 2623 432
Ampelisca spp. juv. (A) 973 64.5 Ampelisca abdita (A) 1543 55.6
Heteromastus filiformis (P) 550 724 Leitoscoloplos robustus (P) 1517 678
Leucon sp. 1 (C) 317 710 Polydora cornuta (P) 987 75.7
Capitella capitata species complex (P) | 250 80.6 Ampelisca spp. juv. (A) 863 82.7
Microprotopus ranyei (A) 210 83.6 Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 503 86.7
Asabellides oculata (P) 187 86.3 Tharyx acutus (P) 410 90.0
Tharyx acutus (P) 173 88.8 Capitella capitata species complex (P) | 237 91.9
Tublificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 167 91.2 Tellina agilis (B) 183 934
All fauna (39 species)* 6930 100.0 All fauna (54 species)* 12437 100.0

‘Total of 3 replicate samples (0.1m? each)




Table 3-11  Dominant macroinfaunal species (A=Amphlpoda, B=Bivalvia, C=Cumacea, D=Decapoda, G=Gastropoda,

O=Oligochaeta, P=Polychaeta).(continued)

A %

Boston Harbor Boston Harbor
Station 5§ Station 6
Species Ind.m* CUM% Species Ind.m™ CUM%
Polydora cornuta (P) 27403 414 Polydora cornuta (P) 10673 73.3
Eteone longa (P) 12697 60.5 Streblospio benedicti (P) 1527 83.8
Phyllodoce mucosa (P) 7020 71.1 Ampelisca abdita (A) 577 87.8
Ampelisca abdita (A) 3617 76.6 Tharyx acutus (P) 513 91.3
Streblospio benedicti (P) 3083 81.2 Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 270 93.2
Spio thulini (P) 2403 84.9 Asabellides oculata (P) 167 943
Mya arenaria (B) 2020 87.9 Eteone longa (P) 150 95.3
Neanthes virens (P) 1107 89.6 Capitella capitata species complex (P) | 93 96.0
Tharyx acutus (P) 777 90.8 Ampelisca spp. juv. (A) 87 96.6
Asabellides oculata (P) 683 91.8 Nephtys neotena (P) 77 97.1
All fauna (68 species)* 66243 100.0 All fauna (39 species)® 14557 100.0
Station Station 8

Streblospio benedicti (P) 9567 54.1 Polydora cornuta (P) 86530 81.8
Polydora cornuta (P) 6237 894 Ampelisca abdita (A) 3683 85.2
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 1017 95.2 Phyllodoce mucosa (P) 2800 87.9
Asabellides oculata (P) 177 96.2 Neanthes virens (P) 2733 90.5
Ampelisca abdita (A) 123 96.9 Aricidea catherinae (P) 1827 92.2
Mya arenaria (B) 103 974 Tubificoides apectinatus (O) 1393 93.5
Polydora spp. juy. (P) 103 98.0 Ampelisca spp. juv. (A) 1353 94.8
Capitella capitata species complex (P) | 70 98.4 Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 1350 96.1
Tharyx acutus (P) 63 98.8 Spio thulini (P) 1120 97.1
Nassaruis trivittatus (G) 47 99.0 Polydora spp. juv. (P) 390 97.5
All fauna (31 species)* 17677 100.0 All fauna (64 species)* 105843 100.0

“Total of 3 replicate samples (0.1m? each)
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Table 3-11 Dominant macroinfaunal species (A=Amphipoda, B=Bivalvia, C=Cumacea, D=Decapoda, G=Gastropoda,
O=0ligochaeta, P=Polychaeta) (continued)

Salem/Beverly Harbors Salem/Beverly Harbors
Station 9 Station 10
Species Ind.m* CUM% Species Ind.m™ CUM%
Polydora cornuta (P) 2823 254 Polydora cornuta (P) 18373 79.2
Tubificoides apectinatus (O) 1467 38.6 Tharyx acutus (P) 1140 84.1
Scoletoma hebes (P) 1293 50.3 Nephtys neotena (P) 740 873
Aricidea catherinae (P) 1053 59.8 Phyllodoce mucosa (P) 720 90.4
Mpytilidae spp. juv. (B) 637 65.5 Nephtys incisa (P) 380 920
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 620 711 Tubificoides apectinatus (O) 320 934
Tharyx acutus (P) 477 754 Aricidea catherinae (P) 187 942
Phyllodoce mucosa (P) 380 78.8 Mya arenaria (B) 170 95.0
Lumbrineridae spp. juv. (P) 310 81.6 Mytilidae spp. juv. (B) 143 95.6
Tellina agilis (B) 193 834 Microphthalmus sczelkowii (P) 140 96.2
All fauna (65 species)* 11100 100.0 All fauna (46 species)" 23200 100.0
Station 11 Station 12

Polydora cornuta (P) 30197 78.7 Polydora cornuta (P) 14160 40.5
Tharyx acutus (P) 3487 871.7 Phyllodoce mucosa (P) 5557 56.4
Phyllodoce mucosa (P) 973 90.3 Tharyx acutus (P) 3833 67.3
Capitella capitata species complex (P) | 777 923 Tubificoides apectinatus (O) 2893 75.6
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (O) 690 94.1 Photis pollex (A) 2250 82.1
Neanthes virens (P) 417 95.2 Aricidea catherinae (P) 1790 87.2
Tubificoides apectinatus (O) 400 96.2 Pygospio elegans (P) 767 89.4
Streblospio benedicti (P) 107 96.6 Parougia caeca (P) 553 91.0
Microphthalmus sczelkowii (P) 90 96.9 Capitella capitata species complex P) | 540 925
Ampelisca abdita (A) 83 97.1 Nephtys ciliata (P) 227 93.1
All fauna (50 species)* 37863 100.0 All fauna (69 species)* 34967 100.0

*Total of 3 replicate samples (0.1m? each)



3.0 Results and DIscussion (continued)

versus 24]. Tukey’s HSD test revealed significant differences (at P < 0.05) for the
following statistical pairs: 1 versus 2, 3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 11; 3 versus 3; 4 versus 5: 5
versus 8 and 11; 6 versus 8 and 11; 7 versus 8 and 11; 8 versus 12; 9 versus 11; 10
versus 11; and 11 versus 12. Table 3-12 summaries these results on a per-harbor
basis (also refer to Figure 3.2 for plots of station means). Among Wellfleet Harbor
sites, Station 1 (in the innermost harbor area) had a significantly lower density than
the other three stations, which were similar to one another. Among Boston Harbor
sites, Station 8 in Hull Bay had a significantly higher density than the other three
stations, which were similar to one another. Among Salem/Beverly Harbor sites,
Station 11 (in the innermost harbor area) had a significantly higher density than the
other three sites, which were similar to one another.

Results of the Kruskal-Wallis nonparametric test revealed a highly significant
difference in mean numbers of species among the 12 sites [P > F=0.0001; calculated
F ratio = 8.943; df = 11 versus 24]. Scheffe’s test revealed significant differences (at
P £ 0.05) for the following station pairs: 1 versus 12 and 5; 3 versus 5; 6 versus 5;
and 7 versus 12 and 5. There were no significant differences in this variable among
stations within Wellfleet Harbor or Salem/Beverly Harbor (Table 3-12, also refer to
Figure 3.2 for plots of station means). Among Boston Harbor sites, Station 5 off
Deer Island had significantly more species than Station 6 in Dorchester Bay and
Station 7 in Quincy Bay.

3.5 Relatlonships Between Sediment Chemistry, Sediment Toxlclty, and
Condition of Benthic Communities.

Statistical conclusions from correlation analysis between selected chemical/physical,
biological, and toxicological variables, using station means as observations, are
summarized in Table 3-13. The chemical contaminant variables included in the
analysis were those variables that exceeded corresponding bioeffect (NOEL or ER-L)
values at one or more of the stations (Section 3.2). Contaminants without reported
bioeffect values were excluded. Most of these contaminants (e.g., Be, Se, T1) were
below detectable concentrations at all stations. Conclusions are given for correlations
between each key biological or toxicological variable (infaunal density, infaunal
species richness, amphipod percent survival, sea urchin percent fertilization, and sea
urchin percent normal embryological development) and the various chemical/physical
variables, including (1) un-normalized chemical/physical variables, (2) sediment
chemical variables (both organic compounds and metals) normalized to silt+clay, and

1 1 i HES ~ £ pnd etV s o 1 T o
(3) organic chemical variables normalized to TOC and metals normalized to

aluminum. Determination of significance was based on whether the Type I error
probability for the null hypothesis of no correlation (H,: r=0) was < the Dunn-Sidik
adjusted significance level (based on an unadjusted P of 0.05). Appendix E, Tables
E-1 through E-15, presents individual correlation coefficients (r values) and
associated Type I error probabilities for each combination of variables.
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Table 3-12.

Summary of results of Tukey’s HSD test (A) and Scheffe’s test (B)
for pair-wise comparisons of station differences In densities and
numbers of specles, respectively, grouped by harbors. Stations
connected by bars are not significantly different at P = 0.05.

A. Density

Wellfleet Harbor:

Boston Harbor;

Salem/Beverly Harbors:

B. Numbers of Species

Wellfleet Harbor:

Boston Harbor:

Salem/Beverly Harbors:

1 2 3 4
5 6 7 8
12 9 10 11
1 2 3 4
5 8 [ 6
9 10 11 12
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Table 3-13. Statistical conclusions of Pearson’s product moment correlations between selected chemical/physical, biological, and
toxicological variables. UN = correlation with un-normalized chemical/physical variable; S&C = correlation with sediment chemical
variable (organic and Inorganic) normalized to silt & clay; TOC/Al = correlation with organic chemical variable normalized to TOC
and inorganic chemical variable normalized to Al. S = significant correlation at Dunn-Sidik adjusted significance level (1o control
for experiment-wise error rate), based on unadjusted P of 0.05; NS = not significant. See Appendix E, Tables E-1 through E-15 for
details on correlation coefficients (r values) and assoclated Type | error probabllities.

Infaunal Density" Infaunal Species Amphiped % Sea Urchin % Sea Urchin % Normal
Richness" Survival® Fertilization® Development®

Chemical/Physical UN S&C TOC/ UN S&C TOC/ UN S&C TOC/ UN S&C TOC/ UN S&C TOC/
Variable Al Al Al Al Al
DoO* NS - - NS - - - - - - - - - - -
Sed Temp" NS - - NS - - - - - - - = = - =
TOC NS - - NS - - NS - - NS - - NS - -
% Sand® NS . NS - - NS . .- s ra NS S — .
% Silt and Clay® NS - - NS g - NS s - NS - - NS - a
TAN" NS - - NS - - NS - - NS - - S - -
UAN" NS - - NS - - NS - - NS - - S - -
PCBs* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS - - NS NS NS NS NS NS
Acenaphthene" NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
Anthracene* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
Fluorene* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
Phenanthrene* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
Benz(a)anthracene* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
Fluoranthene* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
Pyrene" NS NS NS NS NS NS NS. NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
I PAHs* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
THC NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Dieldrin®* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Chlordane* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
DDT* S S S NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
DDE* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS NS NS NS NS
DDD* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
ZDDT NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
As* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS NS NS
Ag* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
cr NS NS NS NS INS NS NS NS NS S NS NS NS NS NS
Cu* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Pb* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS
Hg* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS S NS S NS NS NS
Zn* NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

"log,¢ transformed
Parcsine transformed
“arcsine square-root transformed
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Figure 3.3a Densitles, with 95% confidence intervals, of Streblosplo
benedicti (a) and Polydora cornuta (b) by station.
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3.0 Results and Discussion (continued)

Infaunal density was not significantly correlated (at the Dunn-Siddk adjusted
significance level) with any of the un-normalized chemical/physical variables except
DDT (r=0.860, P=0.000, Table E-1). Significant positive correlations also occurred
between infaunal density and DDT normalized to either silt+clay or TOC (silt+clay:
r=0.798, P=0.002, Table E-6; TOC: r=0.798, P=0.002, Table E-11). The strong
positive correlations between these variables are due largely to the occurrence at very
high densities of the opportunistic and pollution-tolerant polychaete Polydora cornuta
at stations (e.g., Station 8, 11, and 5) with some of the highest DDT loadings.

There were fairly strong positive correlations between infaunal density and most
other organic and inorganic contaminant parameters (all except PCBs, dieldrin, and
Pb; Table E-1). Though not significant at the more conservative Dunn-Sidédk
adjusted significance level, these correlations had Type I error probabilities under the
unadjusted significance level of P=0.05. These correlations were due largely to the
strong positive correlation between infaunal density and the silt+clay fraction
r=0.627, P=0.029, Table E-1) and the tendency for many of these contaminants to be
positively correlated with this same sediment parameter. It is interesting to note that
when the chemical contaminant parameters are normalized to silt+clay, the strength
of their associations with infaunal density diminish notably (Table E-6).

Infaunal species richness was not significantly correlated (at the Dunn-Sid4k adjusted
significance level) with any of the un-normalized or normalized chemical and
physical variables (Table 3-13). Type I error probabilities for most comparisons were
very large and exceeded even the less conservative, unadjusted significance level of
P=0.05 (Tables E-2, E-7, and E-12 for un-normalized, silt+clay-normalized, and
TOC/Al-normalized chemical data, respectively). Amphipod percent survival showed
similar insignificant correlations with all un-normalized and normalized
chemical/physical variables (Table 3-13 summary; Tables E-3, E-8, and E-13 for
details of correlations with un-normalized, silt+clay-normalized, and TOC/Al-
normalized chemical data, respectively).

Sea urchin percent fertilization was significantly correlated with most un-normalized
sediment contaminant variables, consisting of acenaphthene, anthracene, fluorene,
phenanthrene, benz(a)anthracene, fluoranthene, pyrene, £ PAHs, total chlordane,
DDE, DDD, X DDT, Cr, and Hg (Table 3-13). Correlations with these chemical
variables were all positive and highly significant with Type I error probabilities
ranging from near zero to 0.001 (Table E-4). In addition, there were marginally
significant positive correlations with THC (r=0.757, P=0.004), As (r=0.768,
P=0.004), and Cu (r=0.783, P=0.003). The positive direction of these correlations
did not suggest a pattern of increasing sediment toxicity with increasing sediment
contamination among the various stations. However, when the chemical variables
were normalized to silt+clay, a marginally significant inverse correlation with THC
resulted (r=0.757, P=0.004, Table E-9). Also, a significant inverse correlation with
As (r=-0.787, P=0.002) resulted when this contaminant was normalized to Al (Table
E-14).
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3.0 Results and Discussion (continued)

Sea urchin percent normal development was not significantly correlated with any of
the un-normalized or normalized sediment contaminant variables (Table 3-13). Type
I error probabilities for all comparisons were large and exceeded even the less
conservative, unadjusted significance level of P=0.05 (Tables E-5, E-10, and E-15 for
un-normalized, silt+clay-normalized, and TOC/Al-normalized chemical data,
respectively). However, there were significant inverse correlations between sea
urchin percent normal development and concentrations in porewater of both total
ammonia (TAN, r=-0.972, P=0.000) and unionized ammonia (UAN, r=-0.804,
P=0.002) (Table E-5).

Overall, the correlation analysis did not reveal clear patterns of increasing sediment
toxicity or benthic community degradation with increasing sediment contamination
among the 12 sampling stations for most contaminant variables. The clearest
patterns, as discussed above, were depicted only for associations between the
following variables: sea urchin percent fertilization and THC normalized to silt+clay,
sea urchin percent fertilization and As normalized to Al, sea urchin percent normal
development and UAN, and infaunal density and DDT (un-normalized or normalized

to either silt+clay or TOC).

A second, more straightforward data comparison method was used as a means of
interpreting results of the three SQT components collectively (Table 3-14). A similar
approach was introduced by Chapman (1990) and adopted by Carr (1993) in other
sediment quality surveys. In the present application, evidence of contaminant-
induced degradation at a station is provided by the combination of one or more
NOEL/ER-L exceedances, one or more significant toxicity occurrences, and the
presence of a stressed benthic community. Low species richness (< 50 species from
combined replicates at a station) was used in this study as a somewhat subjective
indicator of a stressed benthic community; other benthic community parameters were
too variable to use for this purpose. A cut-off point of 50 species was based on
comparison of numbers of species at reference sites relative to the other sites. All
reference sites had more than 50 species.

Based on these criteria, there are six stations (Stations 1 and 3 in Wellfleet Harbor,
Stations 6 and 7 in Boston Harbor, and Stations 10 and 11 in Salem/Beverly Harbors)
with strong evidence of contaminant-induced degradation of the benthic environment.
At least one contaminant (at Station 3) and up to 23 contaminants (Station 10) were
present at these sites at potentially toxic concentrations (i.e., at concentrations that
exceeded reported NOEL/ER-L values). It should be noted, however, that unionized
ammonia (UAN) was present in porewater at three of these sites (Stations 1, 10, and
11) at concentrations that could have caused toxicity and benthic community
degradation. Station 1 also had a very high concentration of sulfide, which could
have contributed to the observed bioeffects.
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Table 3-14  Summary of sediment quality triad results (adapted from Chapman et al. 1990, and Carr 1993).

Chemistry* | Toxicity’ | Benthos® Stations Possible Conclusions

+ + + 1,3,6,7,10,11 | Evidence of environmental impacts caused by measured
contaminants or other measured adverse conditions (such as
high ammonia or sulfide levels).

- - - none No evidence of environmengal degradation. |

+ - - none Measured contaminants are pre:sent at potentially toxic levels
but not bioavailable. 3

- + - nore Unmeasured contaminants or adverse conditions exist with

' the potential to cause degradation, but no clear benthic

response.

- - + norje Degraded benthos not due to presence of measured
contaminants or conditions.

+ + - 4,5,89,12 Measured contaminants or conditions have the potential to
cause degradation, but no clear benthic response.

- + + 2} Unmeasured contaminants or conditions are causing
degradation. ‘

+ - + none Contaminants are not bioavailable or benthic response not
due to chemistry. |

(+) Indicates one or more chemical contaminants exceeded NOEL or ER-L values (high ammonia or sulfide
concentrations may have occurred as well).

(-) Indicates no exceedance for any measured contaminant.
* (+) Indicates one or more toxicity endpoints were significantly different than control.

(-) Indicates no apparent toxicity effect.
° (+) Indicates low species richness (total number of s

(-) Indicates no apparent adverse benthic effect,

pecies from combined replicates within a station < 50).




3.0 Results and Discussion (continued)

Elevated chemical contaminants (above NOEL or ER-L values) and significant
toxicity occurrences (one or more significant reductions in amphipod survival, sea
urchin fertilization, or sea urchin embryological development) were observed at
Stations 4, 5, 8, 9, and 12, though there was no clear indication of a stressed benthic
community at these sites. Stations 8 and 12 had high concentrations of unionized
ammonia (UAN) in porewater, which could have caused or contributed to the
observed toxicity. All 12 stations showed some indication of environmental
degradation (either high contaminant loading, presence of toxic sediments, or a
species-poor benthos). However, at one station (Station 2), the combined SQT data
suggested that unmeasured chemicals or conditions were causing the observed
biological impacts.

These results are summarized in Figure 3.5. This summary also provides an
indication of the degree of chemical contamination at a site by distinguishing
between sites at which the threshold-level NOEL/ER-L values were exceeded and
those at which the higher-level PEL/ER-M values were exceeded.

Sites with PEL/ER-M exceedances indicate the presence of contaminants at relatively
high concentrations expected to cause adverse effects on a wide range of benthic
organisms. Independent field studies have shown that ER-M exceedances correctly
predict toxicity in a series of two to three tests in about 90 percent of the cases
(comment from Massachusetts Bays Program reviewer). Contaminants at
concentrations that are above the NOEL/ER-L values but less than the PEL/ER-M
values could be responsible for some of the observed toxicity, but have a lower
probability of being the cause relative to those contaminants that are present at
concentrations above the PEL/ER-M values. All sites in Boston and Salem/Beverly
Harbors had one or more chemicals that exceeded the higher PEL/ER-M values.
None of the sites in Wellfleet Harbor had chemical contaminants present at
concentrations that exceeded PEL/ER-M values.

3.6 Relative Status of Pollution-Induced Impacts Among the Different Harbor
Systems

Stations were ranked from most to least degraded with respect to each of the three
SQT components (Table 3-15). A rank sum was calculated for each station and these
values were used in an overall relative ranking of stations.

Station 1 in Wellfleet harbor, an area removed from major urban and industrial
centers such as Boston and Salem/Beverly Harbors, showed the strongest evidence of
a degraded benthic system. This station had the second lowest species richness and
the strongest toxicity responses among the 12 sites. Station 1 was ranked No. 1
consistently for all three toxicity tests and was the only site where all three toxicity
endpoints were significantly reduced.

All stations in Wellfleet Harbor showed one or more significant toxicity test results.
These sites received the four lowest average toxicity rankings. In addition, most
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Table 3-15

Ranking of stations with respect to sediment chemistry, toxicity, and ben
the ranking, the less degraded the station relative to the other stations.

thic community data. The higher

Station Chemistry* Amphipod %  Sea Urchin %  Sea Urchin % Normal Ave, Toxicity Infaunal Species Rank Relative
Survival® Fertilization® Development? Rank Richness* Sum'’ Ranking

1 9 1 1 1 1 2 12 1

2 12 6 2 7 5 5 22 9

3 10 8.5 3 4 52 35 18.7 6

4 11 35 4 8 5.2 8 242 10

5 3 5 7 6 6 12 21 8

6 5 3.5 10 11.5 8.3 35 16.8 5

7 7 7 8 11.5 8.3 1 16.3 4

8 6 10 5 10 83 10 243 11

9 4 2 12 9 N 9 20.7 1

10 1 11.5 9 3 718 6 14.8 3

11 2 85 6 2 55 7 14.5 2

12 8 11.5 11 5 9.2 11 282 12

‘Based on the overall magnitude of NOEL/ER-L exceedences for all chemicals (Table 3-4).
*Based on % survival data (Figure 3.1).

“Based on mean % fertilization data at 100% WQAS (Table 3-5).

“Based on EC50 data from the embryological development test (Table 3-8).

“Based on average no. species/sample (Table 3-10).

‘T chemistry rank and average toxicity rank and infaunal species richness rank.



3.0 Results and Discussion (continued)

stations except Station 4 (the targeted reference site) had benthic communities that
were relatively species poor (defined here as < 50 species per site for comparative
purposes; see Table 3-14).

Contaminants that could have been responsible for the observed bioeffects at
Wellfleet Harbor sites are dieldrin (Station 1), Pb (Station 1), and chlordane (Stations
1, 3, and 4). All three of these contaminants were present at concentrations that
exceeded corresponding NOEL or ER-L values, which serve as threshold effects
levels, though none exceeded the higher PEL or ER-M concentrations above which
adverse bioeffects on a wide variety of benthic organisms are expected. Factors other
than chemical contaminant loading must be considered as causes of the adverse
conditions of these sediments. Concentrations of unionized ammonia and sulfide, for
example, were very high at Station 1 and could have caused, or contributed to, the
observed bioeffects at this site. Sulfide, in fact, was higher at all four Wellfleet
Harbor sites than in any of the other harbor sites. A possible source of the high
ammonia and sulfide content of these sediments, particularly in the inner harbor, is
the natural decomposition or organic matter in an area of high organic loading (due
to inputs from adjacent marshes) and elevated summer water temperatures (due to the
shallowness of the harbor). In recent years, local residents of the Wellfleet Harbor
area have observed a growing problem with siitation and stagnation in the inner
harbor.

Though the strongest bioeffects were observed in Wellfleet Harbor (particularly
Station 1), the sites in this harbor system had the lowest overall sediment —-
contaminatton (highest rank scores for chemistry column in Table 3-15). The most
contaminated sites were in Boston and Salem/Beverly Harbors. The number of
contaminants that exceeded the corresponding NOEL or ER-L values ranged from 25
to 16 among Boston Harbor sites, and from 23 to 16 among Salem/Beverly Harbor
sites, compared to only 1 to 3 among Wellfleet Harbor sites.

Stations 10 and 11 in Salem Harbor were the most and second-most contaminated
sites with respect to the overall amounts by which contaminants exceeded their
corresponding NOEL/ER-L values. Concentrations of pesticides and metals were
especially high at these two sites. The third-most contaminated site was Station 5 off
Deer Island in Boston Harbor. This station had among the highest concentrations of
dieldrin and total DDT. Station 9 in Beverly Harbor was ranked as the fourth most
contaminated site, which had the highest concentrations of total and individual PAHs,

Typically, PCBs, dieldrin, total DDT, Ag, Cu, and Zn were present at the highest
concentrations among Boston Harbor sites. In comparison, acenaphthene, anthracene,
fluorene, phenanthrene, benz(a)anthracene, benzo(a)pyrene, chrysene,
dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, fluoranthene, pyrene, £ PAHs, chlordane, total DDE, total
DDD, X DDT+DDD+DDE, As, Cr, Pb, and Hg were usually present at the highest
concentrations among Salemy/Beverly Harbor sites. All stations in Boston and
Salem/Beverly Harbors had one or more of these contaminants present at
concentrations that exceeded NOEL or ER-L values and thus, could have contributed
to the observed bioeffects. These effects consisted of significant sediment (or
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3.0 Results and Discussion (continued)

porewater) toxicity at all sites and the presence of a species-poor benthos at Stations
6 and 7 in Boston Harbor and Stations 10 and 11 in Salem Harbor.

Contaminants that are more likely to be causing the most ecological harm in these
latter two harbor systems are Ag, chlordane, and DDT in Boston Harbor and Cr, Pb,
chlordane, and DDD in Salem/Beverly Harbors. These contaminants were present at
one or more sites at concentrations that exceeded the higher PEL and/or ER-M
bioeffect guidelines (see Table 3-3). Ag exceeded PEL/ER-M values at all four sites
in Boston Harbor. In comparison, Cr exceeded PEL/ER-M values at all sites in
Salem/Beverly Harbors. Remaining PEL/ER-M exceedances were as follows: Pb
(Station 11), chlordane (Stations 6, 10 and 11), DDT (Station 5), and DDD (Stations

9, 10, 11).

Stations targeted as reference sites within each harbor system received the highest
overall rank scores (Table 3-15). Station 4 (Wellfleet Harbor) was ranked 10th,
Station 8 (Boston Harbor) was ranked 11th, and Station 12 (Salem/Beverly Harbor)
was ranked 12th based on the combined SQT data. These sites seem reasonable to
use as reference sites in any future sediment quality monitoring in the region.
However, as this study has shown, it is very difficult to find any nearshore
depositional environment in the region that is completely free of chemical
contaminant inputs or some level of ecosystem degradation.

This study also demonstrates that factors other than chemical contaminant loading
must be considered as possible causes of the biologically adverse condition of
sediments in some of these coastal harbor systems. High organic loading and
associated increases in the ammonia and hydrogen sulfide content of sediment
porewater may be important factors contributing to the higth toxicity of Wellfleet
Harbor sediments, which appear to have experienced far less chemical contamination
than the more urbanized Boston and Salem/Beverly Harbor systems.
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Appendix A

List of Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs)
Used by Participating Laboratorles






SOP No. SEP-V90-20; Operation of the Van-Veen or Young Grab Sampler
SOP No. Corpus Christi F10.9; Extraction and Storage of Pore-Water Samples

SOP No. SEP-V90-21; Collection and Handling of Subtidal Sediment Chemistry
Samples at Station F (-10 m to -30 m or maximum depth)

SOP No. ADL-2819; Extraction of Organic Compounds -- Polycyclic Aromatic
Hydrocarbons (PAHs), Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) and Chlorinated
Pesticides -- from Sediment or Shoreline Soil Samples

SOP No. ADL-2821; Fractionation/Cleanup of Sample Extracts for Polycyclic
Aromatic Hydrocarbon, Polychlorinated Biphenyl and Chlorinated Pesticide Analyses

SOP No. ADL-2827; Determination of Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons and
Selected Heterocyclic Compounds by Gas Chromatography/Mass Spectrometry in the
Selected Ion Monitoring Mode

SOP No. ADL-2818; Determination of Chlorinated Pesticides and PCB Congeners by
Gas Chromatography-Electron Capture Detection

SOP No. ADL-2829; Determination of Total Organic Carbon (Weight Percent) in
Sediment Samples

SOP No. Corpus Christi F10.6; Sea Urchin Fertilization Toxicity Test

SOP No. Corpus Christi F10.7; Sea Urchin Embryological Development Toxicity
Test
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Appendix B

Raw Data






Table B-1.

Sediment Hydrocarbons, TOC, Graln Size

SAMPLE ID

FIELD ID

LABID

STATION

FILENAME MATRIX SIZE ANALDATE UNIT CON CONQ  2-CIN 2-CINQ 1-CIN 1-CINQ

AN-S8-27 PB NA AN-S-27PB )X4440 SED 10 g 09/19/93  nglg 29.89 1.7934 ¥ 1.0004 J
AN-S-28 SRM NA AN-S-28 SRM 1X4441 SED 5.1 g 09/19/93  ngfg 297 121 71.5
AN-S:29 MS NA AN-S-29 MS )X4443 SED 10.12 gwet 09/19/93 % 54.9 NA NA
AN-S-30 T. REF. NA AN-S-30 T. REF. )X4444 SED 30.13 gwer 09/19/93 ng/g 8.85 2419 J 1711 T
MBTO007 MBSQT930600 MBTO007 6 )X4445 SED 1167 g 09/19/93  ng/g 41.8 25.96 12.32
MBT008 MBSQT931100 MBTO008 11 )X4446 SED 75 g 09/19/93  ng/g 56 35.28 21.84
MBTO008-L DUP MBSQT931100 MBT008-L DUP 11 )X4447 SED 741 g 09/19/93  ng/g 49.6 36.58 2232
MBTO009 MBSQT930800 MBTO009 8 )X4448 SED 1329 g 09/19/93  ng/g 21.08 12.4 6.82
MBTO010 MBSQT931000 MBTO010 10 )X4449 SED 10.16 g 09/19/93  nglg 4235 23.65 14.85
MBTO011 MBSQT930500 MBTO11 5 )X4450 SED 11.54 g 09/19/93  ng/g 51.03 23.31 13.86
MBTO012 MBSQT930100 MBTO012 1 )X4451 SED 16.57 g 09/19/93  ng/g 14.3 1.495 J 0845 J
MBTO013 MBSQT930200 MBTO13 2 )X4452 SED 222 g 09/19/93  ngfg 14.07 0871 J 0.5025 J
MBTO014 MBSQT930300 MBTO14 3 )X4453 SED 152 g 09720/93  ng/g 5.133 J 1416 J 0944 J
MBTO015 MBSQT931200 MBTO15 12 )X4455 SED 1397 g 0920/93  nglg 29.92 11.56 7.48
MBTO016 MBSQT930900 MBTO016 9 1X4456 SED 1575 g 0920/93  ng/g 83.66 41.83 34.71
MBTO17 MBSQT930400 MBTO17 4 )X4457 SED 19.86 g 09720193 nglg 13.42 1.098 J 0732 T
MBTO018 MBSQT930700 MBTO18 7 )X4458 SED 15.18 g 09/20/93  ng/g 24.42 16.5 792
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SAMPLE ID FIELD ID 2,6-C2N 2,&qu 23,5-C3N 23,5-C3NQ CIN CINQ D.T C2NQ GN GNQ C4N CaNQ ACEY ACEYQ ACE ACEQ
]

AN-S27PB  NA 0.4697 J | ND 1952 J 111 ND ND ND ND
AN-S-28 SRM NA 132 | 28.05 115.5 14 280.5 99 352 17.05
AN-S29MS  NA . NA NA NA NA NA NA 65.88 60.39
AN-S-30 T. REF. NA 05782 T 1947 J 2478 J s. 9.44 17.11 8.26 3363 J
MBT007 MBSQT930600  3.256 J 6.16 23.76 31. 31.68 44 16.72 15.4
MBTO008 MBSQT931100 532 3 11.76 3528 5438 56 78.4 21.28 16.8
MBTO008-L DUP MBSQT931100 527 1 1178 35.34 55. 68.2 86.8 22.94 19.22
MBTO009 MBSQT930800  1.984 J 452 J 11.78 19. 23.56 3224 8.68 13.02
MBTO10 MBSQT931000 352 1 9.35 2475 39. 429 55 187 13.75
MBTO11 MBSQT930500  4.158 J 11.97 2.05 403 51.33 88.2 23.31 22.68
MBTO012 MBSQT930100 02795 J 0364 J 1.56 1 2.08 1 156 T 2925 J 0975 1 0338 J
MBTO13 MBSQT930200  0.1876 J | ND 1.005 J 0938 J ND ND 03082 J ND
MBTO14 MBSQT930300 02832 J 0.767 J 1652 1 5.188 7T 4719 T 7.08 2655 J 0.826 J
MBTOIS MBSQT931200 1768 J 5304 J 11.56 21 23.12 36.72 12.24 9.52
MBTO016 MBSQT930900 3115 29.37 46.28 8 124.6 84.55 89 34.71
MBTO017 MBSQT930400 0732 J 0671 J 122 J 30§ 1 4087 J 2013 J 2928 J 061 J
MBTO18 MBSQT930700 2244 J | 4818 J 15.18 2.1 25.74 19.14 9.24 11.22
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SAMPLE ID

FIELD ID

BIP

BIPQ

COF COFQ

CIF CIFQ C2F C2FQ C3F C3FQ COP COPQ C0A COAQ  ICIP ICIPQ CIPA
AN-S27PB NA 2623 J ND ND ND ND 357 1 ND 03122 1.12
AN-S28 SRM  NA 39.05 36.3 539 88 225.5 331.2 1242 68.31 282.9
AN-S29MS  NA NA 1747 & NA NA NA 17334 & 83.43 NA
AN-S-30 T. REF. NA 1652 1 10.62 59 167 5428 J 1292 31.16 17.48 66.88
MBTO07 MBSQT930600  7.92 23.76 13.64 29.92 22.44 2162~ 65.8 36.66 1363
MBTO008 MBSQT931100 13.44 35.28 25.76 38.64 29.12 345.6 - 832 2176 217.6
MBTO008-L DUP MBSQT931100  12.4 42.16 26.04 403 37.82 3922 103.6 59.94 2442
MBTO009 MBSQT930800 4.898 J 1922 13.02 19.84 13.02 170.4- 55.38 26.27 106.5
MBTO10 MBSQT931000 8.8 29.15 1925 30.8 23.1 250.8 - 726 46.86 1782
MBTOI1 MBSQT930500  10.08 4158 28.35 41.58 4.1 338.4 - 115.2 60.48 208.8
MBTOI2 MBSQT930100 1.82 J 091 J 0.5135 1 143 J ND 10.78 154 1 1.54 J 5715
MBTO13 MBSQT930200 1.407 J 02747 1 ND ND ND 4235 J 0462 J 03465 J 1.463
MBTO14 MBSQT930300 1.062 J 2478 T 1652 1 3127 J 2655 J 31.82 592 J 4662 1 17.02
MBTO15 MBSQT931200 5712 J 21.08 12.24 16.32 15.64 205~ 59.86 33.62 131.2
MBTO016 MBSQT930900 15.13 106.8 72.98 97.9 64.08 906.4 - 339.9 164.8 597.4
MBTO17 MBSQT930400 1.525 J 2501 J 2074 1 2623 1 2257 1 36 9.75 6 1 225
MBTO18 MBSQT930700 6.006 J 16.5 11.22 18.48 15.84 169.4 - 4774 26.18 107.8
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SAMPLEID  FIELDID CIPAQ C2P/A (2PAQ C3PA C3PAQ C4PIA C4PAQ  €0D CODQ CID CIDQ C2D C2DQ CG3D CGDQ  FLU FLUQ

AN-S-27 PB NA J 0.98 1 ND ND

ND ND ND ND
AN-S-28 SRM NA 3036 | 3243 3519 66.24 151.8 193.2 897
AN-S-29 MS NA NA NA NA NA NA NA NA 209.79 &
AN-S-30 T. REF. NA | 47.12 22.04 50.16 5548 J 7524 1 494 J 364.8
MBTO007 MBSQT930600 122.2 799 117.5 20.68. 40.89 46.06 465.3
MBTO008 MBSQT931100 192 121.6 179.2 32 47.36 41.6 768
MBTO08-L DUP MBSQT931100 199.8 103.6 162.8 34.04 54.02 43.66 888
MBTO009 MBSQT930800 85.2 46.86 70.29 13.49 19.17 17.75 333.7
MBTO010 MBSQT931000 138.6 85.8 1254 25.74 40.92 3564 541.2
MBTO11 MBSQT930500 194.4 129.6 172.8 33.12 61.92 62.64 640.8
MBT012 MBSQT930100 J 5.544 J| 462 J 4774 ] 1.001 J 1.386 J 1.848 J 2112
MBTO13 MBSQT930200 J 1309 I ND ND 03003 ¥ 0.4158 J ND 5236 J
MBTO14 MBSQT93030 11.84 14 9.62 1998 T 2516 J 2.146 J 81.4
MBTO15 MBSQT931200 98.4 54.12 82 16.4 23.78 21.32 418.2
MBTO016 MBSQT930900 463.5 226.6 288.4 78.28 103 824 1648
MBTO017 MBSQT930400 16.5 8.25 135 2175 T 2175 1 1725 T 97.5
MBTO18 MBSQT930700 924 60.06 84.7 16.17 25.41 28.49 361.9
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SAMPLE ID FIELD ID C3CQ C4C c4CQ BBF BBFQ BKF BKFQ BEP BEPQ BAP BAPQ PER PERQ INDP INDPQ DAHA DAHAQ
AN-S-27PB NA ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
AN-S-28 SRM NA 82.8 1104 358.8 538.2 483 2829 641.7 158.7
AN-S-29 MS NA NA NA 140.13 & 120.69 & NA 13122 & NA 153.09 & 13041 &
AN-S-30 T. REF. NA 15.2 2584 83.6 121.6 197.6 50.92 167.2 304
MBT007 MBSQT930600 39.48 455.9 145.7 235 329 84.6 2713 61.1
MBTO008 MBSQT931100 55.04 633.6 185.6 339.2 448 108.8 396.8 83.2
MBT008-L DUP MBSQT931100 53.28 673.4 229.4 362.6 473.6 1184 429.2 88.8
MBTO009 MBSQT930800 213 262.7 923 127.8 191.7 55.38 163.3 34.08
MBTO010 MBSQT931000 38.28 475.2 151.8 2442 330 85.8 2904 62.04
MBTO11 MBSQT930500 42.48 518.4 165.6 259.2 388.8 100.8 324 68.4
MBTO012 MBSQT930100 T 1.309 J 20.79 77 10.01 12.32 3.08 J 9.24 2002 J
MBTO013 MBSQT930200 ND ND 2849 J 1.078 J 1.617 T 1.848 J 0.3696 T 1.694 J 0.2849 1
MBTO014 MBSQT930300 J 222 1 46.62 17.02 23.68 34.78 8.14 27.38 481 J
MBTO015 MBSQT931200 22.96 311.6 114.8 164 229.6 59.86 180.4 39.36
MBTO16 MBSQT930900 79.31 1133 401.7 576.8 865.2 - 226.6 710.7 144.2
MBTO017 MBSQT930400 71 315 J 55.5 18.75 26.25 44.25 10.5 315 6525 J
MBTO18 MBSQT930700 30.8 338.8 107.8 177.1 2156 59.29 2156 44.66
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SAMPLE ID

FIELDID

PYR PYRQ

CIFP CIF/PQ

C2F/P C2F/PQ

C3FP C3HPQ
|

BAA BAAQ CoC cocQ CIC C1CQ C2C C2CQ ac
AN-S-27 PB NA 0.406 I ! ND ND ND/ ND ND ND ND
AN-S-28SRM  NA 759 469.2 476.1 255.3 476.1 531.3 358.8 234.6 200.1
AN-S-29 MS NA 15471 & NA NA NA 13527 & 12879 & NA NA
AN-S-30 T. REF. NA 27136 136.8 62.32 26.6 i 167.2 159.6 60.04 21.36 21.28
MBTO007 MBSQT930600 427.7 282 188 94 282 272.6 169.2 1034 75.2
MBTO008 MBSQT931100 620.8 390.4 249.6 121.6 ' 390.4 416 224 1344 89.6
MBTO008-L DUP MBSQT931100 673.4 414.4 2738 125.8 I 407 458.8 2146 140.6 96.2
MBT009 MBSQT930800 276.9 1704 9.4 51.83 I 1704 163.3 92.3 56.8 45.44
MBTO010 MBSQT931000 448.8 297 184.8 92.4 I 277.2 303.6 158.4 92.4 66
MBTO11 MBSQT930500 532.8 381.6 216 100.8 352.8 345.6 187.2 115.2 79.2
MBTO012 MBSQT930100 20.79 11.55 6.622 J 2618 J | 12.32 16.17 5082 J 2618 J 1.617
MBTO013 MBSQT930200 3.465 I 1386 J 1386 T 03619 J 1.617 J 2.156 J 0.6468 J 0.4466 J
MBTO014 MBSQT930300 57.72 26.64 14.06 5994 J 30.34 3256 11.1 555 71 3.848
MBTO15 MBSQT931200 344.4 205 123 574 205 213.2 98.4 65.6 45.92
MBTO016 MBSQT930900 1339 824 463.5 195.7 793.1 762.2 3914 206 1339
MBTO017 MBSQT930400 74.25 3825 16.5 66 1 | 4575 42 15 675 J 4.575
MBTO18 MBSQT930700 315.7- 192.5 130.9 67.76 184.8 192.5 107.8 84.7 60.83

L/
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SAMPLE ID FIELD ID BGHI BGHIQ DSN DSNQ DI10A D10AQ D10P Di0PQ DI2BP DI2BPQ TOC  TOC (dup) % %
WT % WT % GRAVEL SAND

AN-S-27 PB NA 203 J 63 61 70 64

AN-S-28 SRM NA 641.7 37 55 69 93

AN-S:29 MS NA 160.38 & 43 61 81 103

AN-S-30 T. REF. NA 159.6 37 59 76 9

MBT007 MBSQT930600 286.7 34 44 47 61 2.43 2.52 0.0 36.6
MBTO008 MBSQT931100 416 41 56 64 85 4.29 0.0 11.0
MBTO008-L DUP MBSQT931100 444 41 62 74 97

MBT009 MBSQT930800 170.4 48 62 71 94 1.69 0.2 58.1
MBTO010 MBSQT931000 297 38 55 66 92 0.87 0.4 514
MBTO11 MBSQT930500 324 46 63 72 103 212 0.0 29.6
MBTO012 MBSQT930100 10.78 54 65 71 9 2.93 3.01 6.5 85.8
MBTO13 MBSQT930200 1.848 T 62 67 77 92 0.23 0.4 96.7
MBTO014 MBSQT930300 28.12 46 59 74 91 1.47 1.4 84.1
MBTO15 MBSQT931200 196.8 44 68 82 112 1.81 0.0 723
MBTO16 MBSQT930900  793.1 63 89 103 141 2.07 10.8 67.0
MBT017 MBSQT930400 30.75 48 61 75 94 0.87 1.6 90.9
MBTO18 MBSQT930700 223.3 48 66 T 108 1.96 0.4 36.0
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SAMPLE ID FIELDID % % THC TPAH TPAH+PER  Ns+Fs+PstDSTPAH TPAH/TOC TPAH/SILT +CLAY THC/TOC THC/SILT + CLAY

SILT CLAY (mg/gsed) (ng/g sed) (ng/g sed) (ng/g TOC) (ng/g S+C) (mg/g TOC) (mg/g $+C)
AN-S-27 PB NA NA 43.791 42791 0.88
AN-S28 SRM  NA 114 12265.07 12547.97 0.28
AN-S:29MS  NA NA 1979.89 1979.89 0.15
AN-S-30 T. REF. NA NA 2791.435 2842.355 0.15
MBTO007 MBSQTY30600 46.7 16.7 3.86 5352.9 5437.5 020 22028395 8444.79 158.85 6.09
MBTO008 MBSQT931100 84.0 4.9 5 7708.24 7817.04 0.21 17967925 8663.49 116.55 5.62
MBTO008-L DUP MBSQT931100 5.2 8309.54 8427.94 021
MBT009 MBSQT930800 272 14.4 2.31 3319.938 3375318 022  196446.04 7975.88 136.69 5.55
MBTO010 MBSQT931000 34.8 13.4 3.57 5670.5 5756.3 021 65178161 11771.75 41034 7.41
MBTO11 MBSQT930500 44.6 25.8 412 6854.85 6955.65 024 32334198 9732.76 194.34 5.85
MBTO12 MBSQT930100 45 32 0966 247.5689 250.5489 0.25 8449.45 3210.51 32.97 12.53
MBTO013 MBSQT930200 1.4 1.5 0473 54.3469 54.7165 0.45 23629.09 1870.19 205.65 16.28
MBTO014 MBSQT930300 8.8 5.7 1.69 582.035 590.175 0.20 39594.22 4020.14 114.97 1167
MBTO15 MBSQT931200 19.4 82 1.88 3955.992 4015.852 021  218563.09 14298.03 103.87 6.79
MBTO16 MBSQT930900 15.1 7.1 2.22 15511 15737.6 023 74932367 70006.95 10725 10.02
MBTO17 MBSQT930400 45 3.0 1.06 716.458 726.958 0.19 82351.49 9552.93 121.84 14.13
MBTO18 MBSQT930700 49.4 14.1 2.67 3893.626 3952.916 020  198654.39 6125.16 136.22 4.20
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SAMPLE ID FIELD ID TCON-C4N  TCON-C4NTOC  TC2N-C4N  TC2N - CAN/TOC TPHEN TPHEN/TOC C2D/C2P C3D/CIP C2C/C2D C3C/C3D
(ng/g TOC) (ng/g TOC) (ng/g TOC)
AN-S-27PB NA 33.062 1.22 5.67 0.00
AN-S-28SRM  NA 935 5225 1593.9 0.50 0.60 1.55 1.04
AN-S-29 MS NA 54.9 0 173.34
AN-S-30 T. REF. NA 43.778 3245 3154 0.16 022 3.64 431
MBT007 MBSQT930600 172.48 7097.942 106.92 4400.000 672.1 27658.436 0.33 0.58 2.53 1.63
MBTO008 MBSQT931100 280.56 6539.860 189.28 4412.121 1056 24615.385 0.25 0.34 2.84 2.15
MBTO008-L DUP MBSQT931100 295.74 210.8 1102.6 0.27 0.42 2.60 220
MBT009 MBSQT930800 108.5 6420.118 75.64 4475.740 479.25 28357.988 0.23 0.38 2.96 2.56
MBTO010 MBSQT931000 204.05 23454.023 136.95 15741.379 T778.8 89517.241 0.30 0.42 2.26 1.85
MBTO11 MBSQT930500 258.93 12213.679 185.85 8766.509 1044 49245.283 0.32 0.48 1.86 1.26
MBTO12 MBSQT930100 22.425 765.358 6.565 224.061 31.493 1074.846 0.25 0.40 1.89 0.88
MBTO013 MBSQT930200 16.013 6962.174 0.938 407.826 7.007 3046.522 0.32 1.07
MBTO14 MBSQT930300 21.83 1485.034 15.045 1023.469 77.7 5285714 0.21 0.29 221 1.79
MBTO15 MBSQT931200 122.4 6762.431 80.92 4470.718 570.72 31531.492 0.24 0.39 276 2.15
MBTO16 MBSQT930900 428.09 20680.676 298.15 14403.382 24823  119917.874 022 0.36 2.00 1.63
MBTO17 MBSQT930400 23.79 2734.483 9.15 1051.724 96.75 11120.690 0.13 0.21 3.10 2.65
MBTO018 MBSQT930700 107.58 5488.776 67.98 3468.367 514.36 26242.857 0.28 047 3.33 2.14

S
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Table B-2. ‘Sediment Metals

Mass Bays - Metals

Total ICAP Metals (conc. in ug/g)

Total AA Metals (conc. in ug/g)

STATION SAMPLE ID Al* Be Cd Cr Cu Fe* Mn Ni ¥ Zn Ag As Hg Pb Sb Se Sn n
6 MBT007 2.10 ND ND 117 96.0 2.60 328 ND 513 136 339 135 0672 94 ND ND 176 ND
11 MBT008 2.15 ND ND 718 574 2.56 262 473 133 L31 155 0795 145 ND ND 13.1 ND
8 MBTO09 1.92 ND ND 777 464 2.25 335 ND 83.6 276 538 0462 551 ND ND 133 ND
8 MBT009 DUP 1 1.90 ND ND 703 401 2.20 318 ND 82.8 287 9.08 043 519 ND ND 106 ND
8 MBT009 DUP 2 1.73 ND ND 728 436 222 318 ND 86.8 3 865 NA 545 ND ND 109 ND
10 MBTO10 1.56 ND ND 705 388 2.04 224 469 108 122 127 0527 8.4 ND ND 858 ND
5 MBTO11 2.50 ND ND 118 519 2.86 351 ND 110 244 133 0409 587 ND ND 675 ND
1 MBTO12 0.28 ND ND 620 3.80 0.43 38.0 ND 16.8 Q05 361 ND 565 ND ND ND ND
2 MBTO13 0.21 ND ND 448 ND 032 364 ND ND ND 227 ND 33 ND ND ND ND
3 MBTO014 0.46 ND ND 110 547 0.77 856 ND 352 a1t 61 0061 117 ND ND ND ND
12 MBTO15 1.37 ND ND 345 204 2.02 244 ND 80.9 Q57 785 0349 565 ND ND 809 ND
9 MBT016 1.05 ND ND 363 229 1.30 142 ND 712 058 744 0435 582 ND ND 894 ND
4 MBTO17 0.21 ND ND 523 ND 0.33 427 ND 14.0 ND 278 ND 4.8 ND ND ND ND
7 MBTO18 1.54 ND ND 807 542 1.83 250 ND 94.0 329 634 0647 671 ND ND 1775 ND

* A1 AND Fe REPORTED AS WEIGHT%
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Table B-3.

Sediment PCBs

SAMPLE ID FIELD ID LabID STATION MATRIX SIZE ANALDATE UNIT TOC WT% 8 8Q 18 18Q 28 28Q
AN:S-27PB NA AN-S-27 PB SED 12 ¢ 09/08/93 ng/g ND ND ND
AN-S-28§ SR NA AN-S-28 SRM SED 51 g 09/08/93 ng/g 1.2 6.4 199
AN-S-29MS NA AN-S-29 MS SED 10.12 g 09/08/93 % NA NA 63
AN-S-30TR NA AN-S-30 TRF SED 3013 ¢ 09/08/93 nglg ND 0.289 0.19 NC
MBT007 MBSQT930600 MBTO007 6 SED 1167 g 09/08/93 ng/g 2.43 1.03 1.61 4.97
MBT008 MBSQT931100 MBTO008 11 SED 75 g 09/08/93 ngl/g 429 ND 2.09 0.648 NC
MBTO008-L. MBSQT931100 MBTO008-L 11 SED 741 g 09/08/93 ng/g ND 1.06 0.614
MBT009 MBSQT930800 MBT009 8 SED 1329 g 09/08/93 ng/g 1.69 ND 2.75 1.13 NC
MBT010 MBSQT931000 MBTO10 10 SED 1016 g 09/08/93 ng/g 0.87 ND 0312 0.511 NC
MBTO011 MBSQT930500 MBTO011 5 SED 1154 ¢ 09/08/93 ng/g 212 ND 2.8 1.34
MBT012 MBSQT930100 MBTO012 1 SED 1657 ¢ 09/08/93 nglg 2.93 ND 0.773 0.044 NC
MBTO013 MBSQT930200 MBTO013 2 SED 2222 ¢ 09/08/93 nglg 0.23 ND 0.228 ND
MBT014 MBSQT930300 MBT014 3 SED 152 ¢ 09/08/93 nglg 1.47 ND 1.72 0.162 NC
MBTO015 MBSQT931200 MBTO15 12 SED 1397 g 09/08/93 ng/g 1.81 ND 0.651 0.335
MBTO016 MBSQT930900 MBT016 9 SED 1575 g 09/08/93 ng/g 2.07 ND 2.33 0.481
MBTO017 MBSQT930400 MBTO17 4 SED 19.86 g 09/08/93 ng/g 0.87 ND 1.34 0.018 NC
MBTO018 MBSQT930700 MBTO18 7 SED 15.18 g 09/08/93 nglg 1.96 0.276 3.14 3.57
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SAMPLE ID FIELDID 52 52Q 44 44Q 66 66Q 101’ 101Q 87 81Q 7 71Q T1/TOC 118 118Q 153
(ng/g TOC)

AN:S-27PB NA ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
AN-S-28 SR NA 12.4 8.08 9.27 17.9 9.17 DB ND 145 232
AN-S-29 MS NA 72 NA NA 71 NA NA NA 76
AN-S-30 TR NA 0.058 0.042 0.724 0.592 449 NC ND 0.931 1.25
MBT007 MBSQT93(600 4.87 3.52 7.21 7.95 352 DB ND 9.65 12.5
MBT008 MBSQT931100 0.555 0.076 1.88 3.05 ND 2.12 49.417 524 7.74
MBTO008-L. MBSQT931100 0.817 0.462 1.56 3.55 ND 2.69 59 9.19
MBT009 MBSQT%3(800 0.836 0.723 221 2.54 108 GNC 4.93 291.716 4.25 6.37
MBT010 MBSQT931000 0.794 0.139 1.62 2.92 1.26 DB 6.08 698.851 4.33 6.96
MBTO011 MBSQT950500 1.72 0.946 207 38 | 0.611 DB 0.93 43.868 4.95 8.26
MBTO012 MBSQT930100 ND ND ND ND 8.17 GNC ND ND 0.056

MBT013 MBSQT93(200 ND ND ND ND 6 NC 0.012 5.217 ND
MBTO014 MBSQT930300 ND ND ND 0.024 0.089 DB 0.031 2.109 0.063 0.181
MBTO015 MBSQT931200 0.485 0.08 ND 1.86 0.548 DB 1.04 57.459 2.78 3.81
MBTO016 MBSQT920900 0.972 0.526 ND 3.38 | 11.1 18 86.957 4.57 7.78

MBTO017 MBSQT920400 ND ND ND ND 6.36 NC 0.326 37471 ND
MBTO018 MBSQT920700 3.05 2.41 5.5 15 | 12.7 ND 9.95 15.1
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SAMPLE ID

FIELDID  153Q 105 105Q 138 138Q 126 126Q 126/TOC 187 187Q 128 128Q 200 200Q 180 180Q
(ng/g TOC)

AN-S-27PB NA ND ND ND ND ND ND ND ND
AN-S-28 SR NA 5.08 17.2 ND 124 3.47 2.86 125
AN-S-29 MS NA NA NA 73 NC NA NA NA 70
AN-S-30TR NA 0.3 0.825 0.827 NC 0.525 043 NC ND 0.391
MBTO007 MBSQT930600 3.85 10.9 0931 NC 38.313 3.18 295 0.791 4.55
MBT008 MBSQT931100 2.37 6.03 279 NC 65.035 2.59 1.81 ND 32
MBTO008-L MBSQT931100 2.39 6.76 34 NC 2.75 2.14 ND 35
MBT009 MBSQT930800 1.52 5.2 0.894 NC 52.899 1.69 1.34 0.283 2.76
MBT010 MBSQT931000 1.33 5.49 2.58 NC 296.552 1.62 1.57 0.678 3.05
MBTO011 MBSQT930500 1.97 6.31 2.88 NC 135.849 2.78 3.4 0.425 7.68
MBT012 MBSQT930100 NC 0.161 NC 0.148 ND 0.109 NC 0.157 NC ND 0.158
MBT013 MBSQT930200 ND ND ND ND ND ND ND 0.097
MBT014 MBSQT930300 ND 0.115 ND 0.103 0.188 NC ND 0.188
MBTO15 MBSQT931200 1.01 2.76 1.46 NC 80.663 0.616 1.15 0.147 1.37
MBT016 MBSQT930900 2.19 5.93 ND 1.82 3.85 0.361 2.99
MBTO017 MBSQT930400 ND ND ND ND ND 0.189 NC ND 0.126
MBT018 MBSQT930700 375 133 1.09 NC 55.612 4.12 294 0.81 5N
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SAMPLE ID FIELD ID 170 170Q 195 195Q 206 206Q 209 209Q TOTALPCBs TOTAL PCBs/TOC %DBOFB %DBOFBQ
(ng/g TOC)

AN:S-27PB NA 0314 NC ND 0314 70
AN-S-28 SR NA 798 DB 1.58 DB 6.25 8.98 188.41 81
AN-S-29 MS NA NA NA ! 73 569 83
AN-S-30 TR NA 7.68 0.319 0.242 0.423 20.528 80
MBT007 MBSQT930600 236 DB 1.06 2.14 2.76 92.302 3798.436 50
MBT008 MBSQT931100 1.63 DB 1.15 1.44 3.11 49.519 1154.289 72
MBT008-L. MBSQT931100 2 DB 1.41 1.24 27 54.133 82
MBT009 MBSQT930800 1.03 DB 0.699 1.23 1.79 54.975 3252.959 82
MBT010 MBSQT93 1000 1.53 DB 0.896 0.88 29 47.45 5454.023 76
MBTO11 MBSQT930500 509 DB 1.2 1.56 2.83 63.192 2980.755 84
MBTO012 MBSQT930100 0.193 DB 0.198 NC 0216 NC 0232 NC 10.615 362.287 85
MBTO013 MBSQT930200 0.582 GNC ND 0.483 GNC ND 7.402 3218.261 84
MBT014 MBSQT930300 0.276 DB 547 NC 0.244 0.192 9.046 615.374 82
MBTO015 MBSQT931200 0.72 DB 0.583 0.376 1.13 22911 1265.801 89
MBTO016 MBSQT930920 1.56 DB 0.949 0.535 417 57.894 2796.812 91
MBTO017 MBSQT930420 0.07 DB ND 577 GNC . ND 14.199 1632.069 82
MBT018 MBSQT9Y307)0 3.17 DB 1.24 2.8 DB 3.08 105.206 5367.653 90
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Table B-4. Sediment Pesticides

SAMPLEID FIELD ID Lab ID STATION MATRIX SIZE ANALDATE UNIT TOC WT% HCB HCBQ HCB/TOC  GBHC GBHCQ GBHC/TOC HEPT
(ng/g TOC) (ng/g TOC)
AN-S-27PB NA AN-S-27PB SED 12 g 09/08/93 ng/g ND
AN-S-28 SRM NA AN-§-28 SRM SED 51 g 09/08/93 ng/g 33 221
AN-S-29 MS NA AN-S-29 MS SED 10.12 g 09/08/93 %o NA NA
AN-S-30 TRF NA AN-S-30 TRF SED 3013 ¢ 09/08/93 ng/g ND 0.296
MBT007 MBSQT930600D MBT007 6 SED 1167 g 09/08/93 ng/g 243 ND 0.871 35844 0301
MBT008 MBSQT931100D MBT008 11 SED 15 g 09/08/93 ng/g 4.29 ND 1.41 32867  0.002
MBTO008-L. MBSQT931100D MBTO0S-L 11 SED 741 g 09/08/93 ng/g ND 1.52 0.086
MBT009 MBSQT930800D MBT009 8 SED 1329 ¢ 09/08/93 ng/g 1.69 8.13 481.065 0.865 51.183
MBT010 MBSQT931000D MBTO10 10 SED 10.16 g 09/08/93 ng/g 0.87 73 839.080 115 132.184
MBTG11 MBSQT930500D MBTO11 5 SED 11.54 ¢ 09/08/93 ng/g 2.12 ND 0.872 41.132  0.224
MBT012 MBSQT930100D MBTO012 1 SED 1657 g 09/08/93 ng/g 2.93 ND 0.544 18.567
MBTO013 MBSQT930200D MBTO013 2 SED 222 ¢ 09/08/93 ng/g 0.23 4.02 1747.826 0.391 170.000
MBTO014 MBSQT930300D MBTO14 3 SED 152 g 09/08/93 ng/g 1.47 11.6 789.116 0.695 47.279
MBTO015 MBSQT931200D MBTO15 12 SED 1397 g 09/08/93 nglg 1.81 ND 0.797 44.033
MBTO016 MBSQT930900D MBTO16 9 SED 1575 ¢ 09/08/93 ng/g 2.07 ND 1.42 68.599
MBT017 MBSQT930400D MBTO17 4 SED 19.86 g 09/08/93 ng/g 0.87 ND 0.508 58.391
MBT018 MBSQT930700D MBTO18 7 SED 1518 ¢ 09/08/93 ng/g 1.96 ND 0.74 37.755 0428
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SAMPLE ID

FIELD ID HEPTQ HEPT/TOC ALD ALDQ ALD/TOC HE HEQ | HE/TOC 2,4-DDE 2,4'-DDEQ CIS CISQ CIS/ToC TRANS
(ng/g TOC) (ng/g TOC) (ng/g TOC) (ng/g TOC)
AN-S-27PB NA ND 0.711 NC ND ND ND
AN-S-28 SRM NA ND ND ND ND 4.49 0.873
AN-S-29 MS NA NA NA NA 15 NA
AN-S-30 TRF NA ND ND ND 0.285 NC 0.566 0.24
MBT007 MBSQT930600D ND 12.387 8.72 358.848 33 135.802 ND 1.95 80.200 1.06
MBT008 MBSQT931100D NC 0.047 153 NC 356.643 3.88 NC 90.443 0.403 3.04 70.862 1.66
MBT008-L MBSQT931100D NC 17.4 NC 4.33 NC 0.529 3.33 1.36
MBT009 MBSQT930800D ND 6.96 NC 411.834 1.4 NC 82.840 0.795 2.05 121.302 0.957
MBT010 MBSQT931000D ND 11 NC 1264.368 2.76 NC 317.241 0.587 245 281.609 0.909
MBTO11 MBSQT930500D NC 10.566 ND ND ND 2.29 108.019 0.878
MBT012 MBSQT930100D ND 1.74 NC 59.386 ND ND 0.401 NC 13.686
MBT013 MBSQT930200D ND 0.64 NC 278.261 ND 0.276 0214 NC 93.043
MBTO014 MBSQT930300D ND 244 NC 165.986  0.108 GNC 7.347 ND 0.557 37.891
MBT015 MBSQT931200D ND 82 NC 453.039 ND ND 2 110.497 0.497
MBT016 MBSQT$30900D ND 12.8 NC 618.357 ND ND 39 188.406 0.418
MBT017 MBSQT930400D ND 221 NC 254.023 ND ND 0.583 NC 67.011
MBTO018 MBSQT930700D NC 21.837 7.19 NC 366.837 ND ND 235 119.898 1.44
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SAMPLEID FIELDID TRANSQ TRANS/TOC DIEL DIELQ DIEL/TOC 44'-DDE 4,4'-DDEQ 154/2,4'-DDD 154/2,4'-DDDQ 4,4'-DDD 4,4'-DDDQ 2,4'-DDT
(ng/g TOC) (ng/g TOC)
AN-S-27PB NA ND ND 0.58 ND
AN-S-28 SRM NA NC ND 7.05 11.1 10.6 1.2
AN-S-29 MS NA NA NA NA NA 86
AN-S-30 TRF NA NC ND 2.46 ND 2.94
MBTO007 MBSQT930600D NC 43.621 ND 34 5.62 792
MBT008 MBSQT931100D 38.695 ND 5.46 10 14.7
MBTO008-L MBSQT931100D ND 5.81 11 17.3
MBT009 MBSQT930800D 56.627 0.191 NC 11.302 8.13 273 6.41 0.943
MBT010 MBSQT931000D 104.483 0.646 74.253 5.8 137 ST 0.808
MBTO11 MBSQT930500D 41.415 0.634 29.906 2.74 4.7 7.6 3.23
MBT012 MBSQT930100D ND 0.075 NC 2.560 0.428 ND 0.682
MBT013 MBSQT930200D ND ND 1.27 ND 0.799 0.003
MBT014 MBSQT930300D ND ND 0.617 0.078 0.788
MBTO015 MBSQT931200D 27.459 ND 3.98 4.98 8.58
MBT016 MBSQT930900D 20.193 ND 2.93 8.98 11.4
MBT017 MBSQT930400D ND ND 0.376 ND 0.752
MBT018 MBSQT930700D 73.469 ND 4.45 3.95 8.89 2.12
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SAMPLEID FIELD ID 2,4'-DDTQ 44-DDT 4,4'-DDTQ MIREX MIREXQ MIREX/TOC DDD+DDE+DDT DDD+DDE+DDT/TOC %DBOFB  %DBOFBQ
(ng/g TOC) (ng/g TOC)

AN-S27PB NA ND ND ND 0.58 70
AN-5-28 SRM NA ND 0.743 29.95 81
AN-S-29 MS NA NA 89 NA 250 83
AN-S-30 TRF NA ND 0.113 NC ND 5.798 80
MBT007 MBSQTY30600D ND 05 NC ND 17.44 717.695 50
MBT008 MBSQT931100D ND 242 NC ND 32.983 768.834 72
MBT008-L MBSQT931100D ND 229 121 36.929 82
MBT009 MBSQT930800D 2.83 0262 15.503 21.838 1292.189 82
MBT010 MBSQT931000D 12 0.545 62.644 79.495 9137.356 76
MBTO11 MBSQT930500D NC 7.82 0.528 24.906 26.09 1230.660 84
MBTO12 MBSQT930100D ND ND ND 111 37.884 85
MBTO13 MBSQT930200D ND ND 2.348 1020.870 84
MBTO14 MBSQTY30300D ND ND ND 1.483 100.884 82
MBTO15 MBSQT931200D ND 221 0.46 25.414 19.75 1091.160 89
MBT016 MBSQT930900D ND 0519 NC 1.02 49.275 23.829 1151.159 91
MBT017 MBSQT930400D ND ND 0.092 NC 10.575 1128 129.655 82
MBTO18 MBSQT930700D 033 NC 0.641 32.704 19.74 - 1007.143 90
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Table B-5. Amphipod Toxicity Resuits: 10 Day Exposure

Sample ID Station Repllcate % Survival % Affected % Burial
(See Note Below)
Control 1 Cl1 1 0.95 0 0.95
2 0.85 0 0.85
3 0.90 0 0.90
4 0.95 0 0.95
S 0.95 0 0.95
Control 2 C2 1 1.00 0 1.00
2 0.95 0 0.95
3 0.90 0 0.90
4 0.90 0 0.90
5 1.00 0 1.00
MBSQT930100AT 1 1 0.25 0 0.25
2 0.65 0 0.65
3 0.60 0 0.60
4 0.50 0 0.50
5 0.65 0 0.65
MBSQT930200AT 2 1 0.95 0 0.95
2 0.70 0 0.70
3 0.75 0 0.75
4 0.80 0 0.80
5 0.75 0 0.75
MBSQT930300AT 3 1 0.90 0 0.90
2 0.90 0 0.90
3 0.75 0 0.75
4 0.80 0 0.80
5 0.85 0 0.85
MBSQT930400AT 4 1 1.00 0 1.00
2 0.70 0 0.70
3 0.80 0 0.80
4 0.75 0 0.75
5 0.60 0 0.60
MBSQT930500AT 5 1 0.60 0 0.60
2 0.80 0 0.80
3 0.85 0 0.85
4 0.80 0 0.80
5 0.85 0 0.85
MBSQT930600AT 6 1 0.85 0 0.85
2 0.85 0 0.85
3 0.80 0 0.80
4 0.80 0 0.80
5 0.55 0 0.55
MBSQT930700AT 7 1 0.70 0 0.70
2 0.90 0 0.90
3 0.80 0 0.80
4 0.75 0 0.75
5 0.95 0 0.95
MBSQT930800AT 8 1 0.90 0 0.90
2 0.90 0 0.90
3 0.95 0 0.95
4 0.80 0 0.80
5 0.85 0 0.85
MBSQT930900AT 9 1 045 0 0.45
2 0.70 0 0.70
3 0.60 0 0.60
4 0.75 0 0.75
5 0.90 0 0.90
MBSQT931000AT 10 1 0.85 0 0.85
2 0.85 0 0.85
3 1.00 0 1.00
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Sample ID Station Replicate % Survival % Affected % Burlal
(See Note Below)
4 095 0 0.95
5 0.95 0 0.95
MBSQT931100AT 11 1 0.85 0 0.85
2 0.85 0 0.85
3 0.70 0 0.70
4 0.85 0 0.85
5 095 0 0.95
MBSQT931200AT 12 1 0.90 0 0.90
2 1.00 0 1.00
3 1.00 0 1.00
4 0.90 0 0.90
5 0.80 0 0.80

Note: Control 1 was run wtith stations 1-4 and 9-12;
Control 2 was run with stations 5-8.

29-Oct-93 MB_ATI10.WQl




Table B-6. Amphipod Toxiclty Results: Dally Survival
Sample ID Station  Replicate Dag Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day
(See Note Below) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Control 1 Cl1 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19
2 20 20 20 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 17
3 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 18
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19
S 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19
Control 2 Cc2 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19
3 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 18
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 18
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
MBSQT930100 1 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 5
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 13
3 20 20 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 19 12
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19 19 10
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 13
MBSQT930200 2 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 14
3 20 20 2 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 15
4 20 20 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16 16
5 20 20 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 18 15
MBSQT930300 3 1 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 18
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 18
3 20 20 2 20 2 20 20 2 20 20 15
4 20 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 16
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 17
MBSQT930400 4 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 14
3 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 16
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 15
5 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 12
MBSQT930500 5 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 12
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 16
3 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 17
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 2 20 16
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 2 2 17
MBSQT930600 6 1 20 20 2 20 20 20 20 20 2 2 17
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 17
320 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 16
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 16
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 11
MBSQT930700 7 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 14
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 18
3 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 16
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 15
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19
MBSQT930800 8 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 18
2 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 20 20 20 18
3 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 2 19
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 16
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 17
MBSQT930900 9 1 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 20 2 20 9
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 14
3 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 12
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 2 15
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 18
MBSQT931000 10 1 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 19 18 18 17
2 20 19 19 19 18 18 18 18 18 18 17
3 20 20 20 20 20 2 20 2 20 2 20
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Sampie ID Station  Replicate Day Doy Doy Day Day Dey Day Day Day Day _Day
amﬁnamg — =0 —1 T2 Y T3 T8 ¢ % 7B 9 10
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19 19
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19
MBSQT931100 1 1 20 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 17
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 18 18 18 18 17
3 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 14
4 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 17
5 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 19
MBSQT931200 12 1 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 18
2 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
3 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20 20
4 20 20 20 20 19 19 19 19 19 19 18
5 20 19 19 19 19 19 18 18 18 18 16

Note: Control 1 was run wtith stations 1-4 and 9-12;

Control 2 was run with stations 5-8.
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Table B-8.

Amphipod ToxIcity: Daily Salinity (pt)

“FrEsBays Ampnipod ToxIciy - S (ppy
Sample ID Station Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day  Day Day
(See Note Below) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Control 1 C1 32 32 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 33
Control 2 c2 33 33 33 33 33 i3 33 34 34 34 34
MBSQT930100 1 32 32 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 34
MBSQT930200 2 32 33 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 34
MBSQT930300 3 32 33 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 34
MBSQT930400 4 32 33 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 34
MBSQT930500 5 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 34 34 34 34
MBSQT930600 6 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 35 35 35 35
MBSQT930700 7 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 35 35 35 35
MBSQT930800 8 33 33 33 33 33 33 33 35 35 35 35
MBSQT930900 9 32 33 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 34
MBSQT931000 10 32 33 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 34
MBSQT931100 11 32 33 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 34
MBSQT931200 12 32 33 32 32 33 33 33 33 33 33 34

Note: Control 1 was run wtith stations 1-4 and 9-12;
Control 2 was run with stations 5-8.

25-Oct-93 MB_ATS.WQ1



Amphipod toxicity:

Daily temperature (°C)

Table B-9.

“MImTBays AMpHipod TOXIIY - T (aegres O

R O A I
Control 1 Cl 205 201 206 206 203 204 196 204 200 202 201
Control 2 C2 196 199 202 200 200 199 200 198 200 199 200
MBSQT930100AT 1 202 200 205 209 202 205 201 203 200  20.1 203
MBSQT930200AT 2 201 199 205 204 199 203 202 205 2001 203 205
MBSQT930300AT 3 200 198 204 203 203 204 198 204 199 200 205
MBSQT930400AT 4 200 199 203 202 199 202 201 204 199 199 205
MBSQT930500AT 5 195 196 203 197 200 198 199 198 201 198 19.9
MBSQT930600AT 6 19.4 19.8 201 201 202 200 20.1 19.8 19.9 19.8 19.9°
MBSQT930700AT 7 198 199 200 199 203 199 200 197 198 199 201
MBSQT930800AT 8§ 196 197 204 198 200 200 202 198 199 200 200
MBSQT930900AT 9 200 200 204 205 200 204 203 203 200 201 20.0
MBSQT931000AT 10 203 200 201 203 200 205 200 204 201 202 200
MBSQT931100AT 11 202 200 202 202 200 203 197 205 200 201 200
MBSQTY31200AT 12 200 199 204 201 198 202 199 203 198 200 201

Note: Control 1 was run wtith stations 1-4 and 9-12;

Control 2 was run with stations 5-8.

25-Oct-93 MB_ATT.WQ1



Amphipod Toxicity: Dally pH

Table B-10.

“MEs Bays AMphipod TOXICY - P

Sample ID Station Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day Day
(See Note Below) 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Control 1 C1 8.1 8.6 8.0 8.0 8.6 83 8.2 83 8.3 8.4 8.3
Control 2 c2 8.0 8.2 8.1 8.2 8.5 8.2 8.3 8.2 8.3 8.3 8.4
MBSQT930100AT 1 8.2 8.8 8.2 8.0 8.9 83 83 8.5 8.5 8.6 8.8
MBSQT930200AT 2 8.2 8.7 8.1 8.1 8.8 8.3 8.3 8.5 8.4 8.5 8.6
MBSQT930300AT 3 8.1 8.7 8.1 8.1 8.9 8.4 8.2 8.6 8.5 8.5 8.8
MBSQT930400AT 4 8.1 8.7 8.1 8.1 8.8 83 83 8.6 85 85 8.7
MBSQT930500AT 5 8.0 8.2 8.1 8.2 8.6 8.2 84 8.7 8.6 8.5 8.5
MBSQT930600AT 6 8.0 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.6 8.4 8.4 8.5 8.5 8.6 8.5°
MBSQT930700AT 7 8.0 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.6 83 8.4 8.4 8.4 85 8.5
MBSQT930800AT 8 8.0 8.2 8.2 8.2 8.6 84 85 8.7 8.6 85 85
MBSQT930900AT 9 8.1 8.7 8.2 8.2 8.9 8.4 8.2 8.6 8.5 8.5 8.8
MBSQT931000AT 10 8.2 8.8 83 8.2 8.9 8.4 8.3 8.5 85 85 8.7
MBSQT931100AT 11 8.2 8.8 82 8.1 8.9 8.4 8.2 8.6 85 85 8.7
MBSQT931200AT 12 8.2 8.8 8.2 8.1 8.9 8.4 83 8.6 8.5 8.5 8.7

Note: Control 1 was run wtith stations 1-4 and 9-12;

Control 2 was run with stations 5-8.

25-Oct-93 MB_ATPH.WQI



Table B-11. Sea urchin fertilization test raw data and means for sediment
porewater samples from Massachusetts Bay Massachusetts
o = Feﬁiliﬁagion _______ |
Site WQAS! - Mean + SD
Repl|Rep2 | Rep3 |Repd | Rep5 | =~ s
REF? 100 97 96 93 95 98 95.8 £ 1.9
1 100 1 0 1 0 1 0.6 £ 0.5
1 50 1 2 1 5 S 28 +2.0
1 25 2 3 2 5 1 26 1.5
1 12.5 4 3 3 1 7 36 +22
2 100 0 2 3 1 4 2016
2 50 9 14 6 9 9 94+29
2 25 40 47 37 39 43 412 +£39
2 12.5 87 78 92 87 91 87.0£5.5
3 100 0 2 4 6 1 2624
3 50 7 22 21 15 7 144 £ 73
3 25 16 27 23 29 27 244 + 52
3 12.5 43 7 39 22 32 28.6 + 145
4 100 4 10 7 4 2 54+ 3.1
4 50 11 10 19 16 21 154 £ 4.8
4 23 25 33 42 Eig! 42 350+ 7.2
4 D=5 76 83 74 67 80 76.0 + 6.1
5 100 91 86 92 95 89 90.6 + 3.4
5 50 98 92 96 91 93 94.0 £ 2.9
5 25 95 99 90 96 30° 95.0 + 3.7
5 12.5 87 83 93 89 90 88.4 £ 3.7
6 100 95 93 93 96 94 942 + 1.3
6 50 98 93 90 92 94 93.4 +3.0
6 25 92 97 75 83 89 87.2 £ 8.5
6 12.5 84 96 89 91 66° 90.0 £ 5.0
7 100 96 85 94 94 90 91.8 + 44




% : : % | Ferﬁiﬁa.ﬁon _
Site WQAS Rep1|Rep2| Rep3 | Rep 4| Reps Mean + S]? . f
7 50 98 94 95 94 92 94.6 + 2.2
7 25 92 82 88 90 93 89.0 + 4.4
7 12.5 97 87 93 323 363 92.3 £ 5.0
8 100 69 53 84 56 71 66.6 + 12.5
8 50 90 97 96 86 95 92.8 + 4.7
8 25 92 95 95 93 803 93.8 + 1.5
8 12.5 86 96 90 73 293 86.2 +9.7
9 100 98 97 97 94 99 97.0 + 1.9
9 50 91 96 98 97 92 94.8 + 3.1
9 25 94 98 99 99 66° 97.5 +2.4
9 12.5 98 93 79 89 69 85.6 + 11.6
10 100 90 93 91 94 92 92.0 + 1.6
10 50 95 94 95 98 98 96.0 + 1.9
10 25 97 93 96 100 98 96.8 + 2.6
10 12.5 95 95 94 95 90 93.8 +2.2
11 100 91 92 93 86 88 90.0 + 2.9
11 50 88 92 93 98 98 93.8 + 4.3
11 25 91 99 96 96 97 95.8 +2.9
11 12.5 96 95 95 91 833 942 + 2.2
12 100 96 98 94 96 97 96.2 + 1.5
12 50 97 93 98 98 99 97.0 +2.3
12 25 91 95 94 94 95 93.8 + 1.6
12 12.5 88 94 94 94 573 92.5 + 3.0

! Percent of water quality adjusted porewater sample.

2 Reference pore water extracted from sediment collected in Redfish Bay.

3 Value is an outlier and was excluded from statistical analyses.



Table B-12. Sea urchin embryological development test raw data and means for
sediment porewater samples from Massachusetts Bay

Massachusetts
I % | i %_ Normal ];)evelop__m:ent
e wens! _ o, pre e |
{ ... | Repl | Rep2 | Rep3 | Rep4| RepS | Mean + SD

REF? 100 99 99 97 98 100 98.6 + 1.1
1 50 0 0 0 0 0 0+£0
1 25 0 0 0 0 0 0+0
1 12.5 0 0 0 0 0 0+0
1 6.25 67 56 68 76 69 672 + 7.2
2 50 6 10 9 12 18 11.0 £ 4.5
2 25 97 91 95 89 96 93.6 + 3.4
2 12.5. 100 92 100 97 96 97.0 + 3.3
2 6.25 98 99 98 97 96 97.6 + 1.1
3 50 0 0 0 0 0 0+0
3 25 36 16 24 22 7 21.0 + 10.7
3 12.5 67 94 96 79 93 85.8 + 12.5
3 25 71 59 &4 S 96 87-2+1H-6
4 50 8 21 0 41 16 17.2 £ 15.5
4 25 883 98 94 98 96 96.5 + 1.9
4 12.5 96 94 99 843 99 97.0.+ 2.4
4 6.25 98 99 97 96 99 97.8 + 1.3
5 50 0 0 0 0 0 0+0
5 25 733 90 93 91 91 912 + 1.3
5 12.5 97 100 97 97 98 97.8 + 1.3
5 6.25 99 95 99 99 100 98.4 + 1.9
6 50 93 70 91 20 54 65.6 + 30.1
6 25 93 98 96 96 98 96.2 + 2.0
6 12.5 98 98 98 98 99 98.2 + 0.4
6 6.25 97 95 96 99 98 97.0 + 1.6
7 50 97 97 97 97 97 97.0 + 0




% % Normal Development
Site WQAS! ' -
Rep1 |Rep2 | Rep3 |Rep4 | Rep5 | Mean + SD
7 25 99 100 98 96 99 984 + 1.5
7 12.5 97 98 99 97 98 97.8 +£0.8
7 6.25 99 95 99 98 100 982 +1.9
8 50 0 0 0 0 0 00
8 25 99 97 98 98 95 974 £ 1.5
8 12.5 96 98 96 96 95 96.2 + 1.1
8 6.25 98 94 98 100 98 97.6 £2.2
9 50 52 43 50 30 13 37.6 £ 16.2
9 25 98 96 99 98 99 98.0 £ 1.2
9 12.5 99 97 98 98 99 98.2 £ 0.8
9 6.25 98 93 96 99 97 96.6 + 2.3
10 50 0 0 0 0 0 00
10 25 0 0 0 0 0 00
10 12.5 97 100 60° 100 84 952 +7.6
10 6.25 93 96 99 97 98 96.6 + 2.3
11 50 0 0 0 0 0 0+0
11 25 0 0 0 0 0 0+£0
11 12.5 0 55 72 4 45 352 £ 31.8
11 6.25 98 98 97 98 99 98.0 £ 0.7
12 50 0 0 0 0 0 0+0
12 25 87 91 55 79 66 75.6 £ 15.0
12 12.5 97 97 98 99 97 97.6 £ 0.9
12 6.25 97 98 98 99 96 97.6 £ 1.1

! Percent of water quality adjusted porewater sample.

2 Reference pore water extracted from sediment collected in Redfish Bay.

3 Value is an outlier and was excluded from statistical analyses.



Table B-13.

Infauna Data

Mass Bays - Infauna Data
Specles Name

Taxonomic
Group *

Station

Replicate

IND/
0.1 M sq.

Nemertea spp. indet.
Capitella capitata species complex
Emmdllp i nngp;:lnell -
Harmotho¢ imbricata
Lagisca extenuata
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Neanthes succinea
Paranaitis speciosa
Polydora cornuta

Polydora spp. juv.
Streblospio benedicti
Tubificidae spp. indet.
Ampelisea ahdita

Leucon sp. 1

Limulus polyphemus
Orchomene minuta

Pagurus longicarpus
Xanthidae sp. 1

Crassostrea virginica
Crepidula plans

Mysella planulata

Tellina agilis

Capitella capitata species complex
Eteone heteropoda
Heteromastus filiformis
Leitoscoloplos robustus
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Neanthes succinea
Parougia caeca

Polydora cornuta

Polydora spp. juv.
Sabellaria vulgaris
Streblospio benedicti
Syllides verrilli

—
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Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca abdita

Crangon septemspinosa
Leucon sp. 1

Limulus polyphemus
Pagurus lI:}?‘l;lerpus

Anachis avara

Crassostrea virginica
Crepidiila Iomicata

Tellina agilis

Capitella capilata species complex
Hcleromasmps‘ ﬁl.i.fo%s &
Leitoscoloplos n.sp. B
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Neanthes succinea

Paranaitis speciosa

Parougia caeca

Polydora comuta

Polydora spp. juv.
Streblospio benedicd
Tubificoides nir. pseudogaster
Gammarus mucranatus
Pagurus longicarpus
Xanthidae sp. 1

Crassostrea virginica
Crepidula plana

Crepidula spp. juv.

Mulinia lateralis

Tellina agilis

Asabellides oculata

Capitella capitata species complex
Heteromastus filiformis
Leitoscoloplos robustus

28-Oct-93 MB_INF.WQl
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data
Species Name

Taxonomic
Group *

Station

Replicate

Leitoscoloplos n.sp. B
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Pectinaria granulata
Polydora cornuta
Sabellaria vulgaris
Scolelepis squamata
Serpulidae spp. juv.

Spio setosa
Spiochaetopterus costarum
Spiophanes bombyx
Streblospio benedicti
Tharyx acutus

Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca abdita
Ampelisca spp. juv.
Microprotopus ranyei
Pagurus longicarpus
Acteocina canaliculata
Mercinaria mercinaria
Mulinia lateralis

Spisula solidissima

Tellina agilis

Nemertea spp. indet.
Asabellides oculata
Capitella capitata ies complex
Eicone heteropoda
Eusyllinae spp. indet.
Heteromastus filiformis
Leitoscoloplos robustus
Leitoscoloplos n.sp. B
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Polydora comuta
Scolelepis squamata

Spio setosa
Spiochaetopterus costarum
Spiophanes bombyx
Streblospio benedicti
Tharyx acutus

Tubificoides apectinatus
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca abdita
Ampelisca spp. juv.
Acteocina canaliculata
Bivalvia spp. juv.
Crepidula fomicata
Crepidula spp. juv.
Mercinaria mercinaria
Mulinia lateralis

Mysella planulata

Spisula solidissima

Tellina agilis

Nemertea spp. indet.
Capitella capitata species complex
Clymenella torquata
Eteone heteropoda

Glycera capitata
Heteromastus filiformis
Leitoscoloplos robustus
Leitoscoloplos n.sp. B
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Nephtys picta

Polydora comuta
Scolelepis squamata

Spio setosa
Spiochaetopterus costarum
Spiophanes bombyx
Streblospio benedicti
Tharyx acutus

28-Oct-93 MB_INF.WQI
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Etcone heteropoda

28-0Oct-93 MB_INF.WQt

‘Taxonomic ! IND/
Specles Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster 0 2 3 38
Ampelisca abdita C 2 3 6
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 2 3 10
Acteocina canaliculata G 2 3 22
Ensis directus B 2 3 1
Mercinaria mercinaria B 2 3 35
Mulinia lateralis B 2 3 2
Pandora gouldiana B 2 3 1
Spisula solidissima B 2 3 1
Tellina agilis B 2 3 8
Asabellides oculata P 3 1 26
Capitella capitata species complex P 3 1 12
Clymenella torquata P 3 1 1
Etcone heteropoda P 3 1 6
Eteone longa P 3 1 6
Eumida sanguinea P 3 1 1
Exogone verugera P 3 1 1
Heteromastus filiformis P 3 1 87
Leitoscoloplos robustus P 3 1 21
Mediomastus califomiensis P 3 1 1
Nicolea zostericola P 3 1 1
Pholoe minuta P 3 1 1
Polydora comuta P 3 1 6
Sphaerosyllis longicauda P 3 1 1
Streblospio benedicti P 3 1 255
Tharyx acutus P 3 1 18
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (o] 3 1 23
Ampelisca abdita C 3 i 225
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 3 1 167
Corophium tuberculatum C 3 1 1
Edotea triloba (& 3 1 1
Leucon sp. 1 C 3 1 47
Microprotopus ranyei Cc 3 1 43
Oxyumrg:tyhi: smithi C 3 1 5
P: longicarp: C 3 1 1
clc&uii’"% culata B 3 1 27
Mercinaria mercinaria B 3 1 2
Tellina agilis B 3 1 6
Asabellides oculata B 3 2 20
Capitella capitata species complex B 3 2 29
E!:Sone hmgpoda pe : P 3 2 3
Heteromastus filiformis P 3 2 70
Leitoscoloplos robustus P 3 2 6
~ Mediomastus californiensis P 3 77 4
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 3 2 9
Neanthes succinea P 3 2 2
Phyllodoce mucosa P 3 2 1
Polydora cornuta P 3 2 13
Sphaerosyllis brevifrons P 3 2 1
Streblospio benedicti P 3 2 269
Syllides verrilli P 3 2 5
Tharyx acutus P 3 2 29
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (0] 3 2 24
Tubificidae spp. indet. (o} 3 2 1
Ampelisca abdita C 3 2 147
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 3 2 104
con sp, 1 C 3 2 24
Microprotopus ranyei C 3 2 10
Oxyurostylis smithi C 3 2 1
Acteocina canaliculata G 3 2 7
Hiatella arctica B 3 2 1
Lyonsia spp. juv. B 3 2 1
Mercinaria mercinaria B 3 2 2
Pandora spp. juv. B 3 2 1
Tellina agilis B 3 2 10
Asabellides oculata P 3 3 10
Capitella capilata species complex P 3 3 34
P 3 3



Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Species Name

Taxonomic
Group *

Station

Replicate

IND/
0.1 M sq.

Heteromastus filiformis
Leitoscoloplos robustus
Neanthes succinea
Phyllodoce mucosa
Polydora comuta
Streblospio benedicti
Tharyx acutus

Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca abdita
Ampelisca spp. juv.

Edotea triloba

Leucon sp. 1
Microprotopus ranyei
Acteocina canaliculata
Lyonsia hyalina
Mercinaria mercinaria
Mulinia lateralis

Tellina agilis

Ampharete arctica
Capitella capitata species complex
Eteone heteropoda P
Glycera capitata
Heteromastus filiformis
Leitoscoloplos robustus
Polydora cornuta
Streblospio benedicti
Tharyx acutus

Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca spp. juv.
Acteocina canaliculata
Lyonsia arenosa
Mercinaria mercinaria
Nassaruis trivittatus
Oenopota spp. juv.

Tellina agilis

Asabellides oculata
Capitella capitata species complex
Clymenella torquata
Eteone heteropoda

Eurnida sanguinea
Eusyllinae spp. indet.
Exogone verugera

Glycera capitata
Heteromastus filiformis
Leitoscoloplos robustus
Mediomastus califomiensis
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Nephtys picta

Nicolea zostericola
Onuphidae spp. juv.
Parougia caeca

Pectinaria granulata

Pholoe minuta

Phyllodoce mucosa
Polydora comuta

Polydora spp. juv.

Spio setosa
Spiochaetopterus costarum
Spiophanes bombyx
Streblospio benedicti
Syllides verrilli

Tharyx acutus

Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca abdita
Ampelisca spp. juv.
Carcinus maenas
Gammarus mucronatus
Leucon sp. 1
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Taxonomic IND/

Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.
Microprotopus ranyei C 4 2 10
Oxyurostylis smithi C 4 2 10
Acieocina canaliculata G 4 2 6
Ensis directus B 4 2 8
Lyonsia arenosa B 4 2 S
Mulinia lateralis B 4 2 1
Nassaruis trivittatus g 4 2 1
Oenopota spp. juv. 4 2 2
Pandora spg;P.pjuv. B 4 2 4
Tellina agilis B 4 2 20
Nemertea spp. indet. N 4 3 1
Ampharete arctica P 4 3 3
Asabellides oculata P 4 3 15
Capitella capitata species complex P 4 3 33
Clymenella torquata P 4 3 4
Eteone heteropoda P 4 3 4
Glycera capitata P 4 £ 11
Heteromastus filiformis P 4 3 356
Leitoscoloplos robustus P 4 3 218
Leitoscoloplos n.sp. B P 4 3 1
Mediomastus califomiensis P 4 3 5
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 4 3 1
Nephtys picta P 4 3 2
Nicolea zostericola P 4 3 2
Onuphidae spp. juv. P 4 3 1
Pamﬂ;in ml:g y P 4 3 2
Pectinaria granulata P 4 3 3
Polydora cornuta P 4 3 159
Polydora spp. juv. P 4 3 5
Sabellaria vulgaris P 4 3 1
Spio setosa P 4 3 2
Spiochaetopterus costaram P 4 3 1
Spiophanes bombyx P 4 3 1
Streblospio benedicti P 4 3 359
ides verrilli P 4 3 1
Ear}xﬂacums P 4 3 52
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (0] 4 3 59
Ampelisca abdita C 4 3 324
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 4 3 206
Caprellidae spp. indet. C 4 3 1
Crangon seplemspinosa C 4 3 2
Edotea triloba C 4 3 2
Leucon sp. 1 C 3 g 2
Microprotopus ranyei C L 12
Oxyurostylis smithi C 4 3 5
Tanaidacea spp. indet. C 4 3 1
Ensis directus B 4 3 14
Lyonsia arenosa B 4 3 7
Mercinaria mercinaria B 4 3 4
Mulinia lateralis B 4 3 2
Odostomia cf. producta B 4 3 2
Tellina agilis B 4 3 31
Turridae spp. juv. B 4 3 1
Anthozoa sp. 2 A 5 1 1
Nemertea spp. indet. N 5 1 11
Aricidea catherinae P 5 1 7
Asabellides oculata P 5 1 77
Capitella capitata species complex P 5 1 14
Eteone longa P 5 1 1508
Gattyana cirrosa P 5 1 1
Harmothoe imbricata P 5 1 7
Lagisca extenuata P 5 1 12
Mediomastus californiensis P 5 1 65
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 5 1 16
Neanthes virens P 5 1 101
Nephtys ciliata P 5 1 5
Nephtys neotena P 5 1 3
Pectinaria granulata P 5 1 3

28-0ct-93 MB_INF.WQl



Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Taxonomic IND/

Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 Msq.

Pherusa affinis P 5 1 14
Pholoe minuta P 5 1 23
Phyllodoce maculata P 5 1 39
Phyllodoce mucosa P 5 1 851
Polycirrus medusa P 5 1 3
Polydora comuta P 5 1 3561
Polydora quadrilobata P 5 1 22
Polydora spp. juv. P 5 1 3
Proceraea comuta P 5 1 1
Pygospio elegans P 5 1 1
Scoloplos spp. juv. P 5 1 3
Spio filicomis P 5 1 12
Spio thulini P 5 1 279
Streblospio benedicti P 5 1 370
Tharyx acutus P 5 1 109
Typosyllis spp. juv. P 5 1 1
Tubificoides apectinatus (o) 5 1 12
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (0] 5 1 38
Ampelisca abdita C 5 1 422
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 5 1 79
Caprellidae spp. indet. C 5 1 2
Corophium bonelli C 5 1 2
Diastylis sculpta C 5 1 17
Dyopedos monacantha C 5 1 7
Edotea triloba C 5 1 17
Gammarus lawrencianus C 5 1 4
Ischyrocerus anguipes C 5 1 1
Leptocheirus pinguis C 5 1 11
Leucon sp. 1 C 5 1 1
Photis pollex C 5 1 36
Unciola irrorata C 5 1 14
Cyrtodaria siliqua B 5 1 4
Ensis directus B 5 1 40
Gastropoda spp. indet. B 5 1 2
Modiolus modiolus B 5 1 19
Mya arenaria B 5 1 213
Mytilidae spp. juv. B 5 1 32
Nassaruis trivittatus G 5 1 8
Tellina agilis B 5 1 8
Anthozoa sp. 1 A 5 2 2
Nemertea spp. indet. N 5 2 11
Aricidea catherinae P 5 2 11
Asabellides oculata P 5 2 !
Capitella capitata species complex P 5 2 6
Emipo torelli P 5 2 1
Eteone longa P 5 2 1365
Euchone incolor P 5 2 1
Gattyana cirrosa P 5 2 16
Harmothoe imbricata P 5 2 5
Lagisca extenuata P 5 2 13
Mediomastus californiensis P 5 2 59
Microphthalmus sczetkowii P 5 2 29
Neanthes virens P 5 2 105
Nephtys ciliata P 5 2 1
Ninoe nigripes P 5 2 1
Pectinaria granulata P 5 2 3
Pherusa affinis P 5 2 6
Pholoe minuta P 5 2 29
Phyllodoce maculata P 5 2 25
Phyllodoce mucosa P 5 2 825
Polycirrus eximius P 5 2 1
Polycirrus medusa P 5 2 1
Polydora comuta P 5 2 2683
Polydora quadrilobata P 5 2 12
Polydora spp. juv. P 5 2 12
Prionospio steenstrupi P 5 2 5
Proceraea comuta p 5 2 2

P 5 2

Pygospio elegans
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Taxonomic INDJ/

Specles Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 Msq.
Scoloplos spp. juv. P 5 2 2
Spio filicomis P 5 2 6
Spio thulini P S 2 274
Streblospio benedicti P S 2 352
Tharyx acutus P 5 2 99
Tubificoides apectinatus (0] 5 2 36
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (0] S 2 25
Tubificidae spp. indet (0} 5 2 22
Ampelisca abdita C 5 2 473
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 5 2 59
Caprellidae spp. indet. C 5 2 3
Carcinus maenas C 5 2 1
Corophium honelli ¢ S ? 5
Diastylis sculpta Cc S 2 15

os monacantha C 5 2 15
gzoolr;duiloba C 5 2 38
Leptochceirus pinguis C 5 2 27
Munna sp. 1 C 5 2 1
Pagurus longicarpus C 5 2 1
Photis pollex C 5 2 58
Unciola irrorata C S 2 10
Bivalvia spp. juv. B 5 2 6
Ensis directus B 5 2 26
Modiolus modiolus B ) 2 8
Mya arenaria B 5 2 295
Mytilidae spp. juv. B 5 2 43
Nassaruis trivittatus G 5 2 5
Tellina agilis B 5 2 7
Anthozoa sp. 2 A 5 3 2
Nemertea spp. indet. N 5 3 7
Aricidea catherinac P 5 3 5
Asabellides oculata P 5 3 57
Autolytus alexandri P 5 3 1
Capitella capitata species complex P 5 3 16
Enipo.torelli P 5 3 2
Eteone longa P 5 3 936
Gattyana cirrosa P 5 3 8
Harmmothoe imbricata P 5 3 4
Lagisca extenuata P 5 3 21
Mediomastus californiensis P 5 3 29
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 5 3 2
Neanthes virens P 5 3 126
Nephtys ciliata 4 5 3 1
Nephtys neotena P 5 3 3
Pectinaria granulata P S 3 1
Pherusa affinis P 5 3 5
Pholoe minuta P 5 3 14
Phyllodoce maculata P 5 3 9
Phyllodoce mucosa P 5 3 430
Polydora cornuta P 5 3 1977
Polydora quadrilobata P 5 3 6
Prionospio steenstrupi P 5 3 3
Proceraea comuta P 5 3 1
Spio filicomis P 5 3 1
Spio thulini P 5 3 168
Streblospio benedict P 5 3 203
Tharyx acutus P 5 3 25
Tubificoides apectinatus o 5 3 11
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster o} 5 3 15
Tubificidae spp. indet. 0] 5 3 4
Ampelisca abdita C 5 3 190
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 5 3 27
Brachyura spp. indet. Cc 5 3 1
Corophium bonelli C 5 3 4
Crangon septemspinosa C 5 3 2
Diastylis sculpta C 5 3 5
Dyopedos monacantha C 5 3 9
Edotea triloba o 5 3 15
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Ampelisca spp. juv.

Crangon septemspinosa
Leptocheirus pinguis

Mya arenaria

Tellina agilis

Aricidea catherinae

Asabellides oculata

Capitella capitata species complex
Cirratulidae spp. indet.

Taxonomic IND/
Specles Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.
Leptocheirus pinguis C 5 3 13
Photis pollex C 5 3 15
Unciola irrorata C 5 3 10
Bivalvia spp. juv. B 5 3 4
Ensis directus B 5 3 13
Mya arenaria B 5 3 98
Mytilidae spp. juv. B 5 3 44
Nassaruis trivittatus G 5 3 1
Tellina agilis B 5 3 3
Anthozoa sp. 1 A 6 1 1
Aricidea catherinae P 6 1 7
Asabellides oculata p 6 1 20
Capitella capitata species complex P 6 1 15
Eteone longa P 6 1 23
Lumbrineridae spp. juv. P 6 1 1
Mediomastus omiensis P 6 1 1
Neanthes virens P 6 1 12
Nephtys incisa P 6 1 2
Nephtys neotena P 6 1 10
Paranaitis speciosa P 6 1 1
Phyllodoce mucosa P 6 1 6
Polydora comuta P 6 1 1804
Polydora spp. juv. P 6 1 16
Scoloplos spp. juv. P 6 1 1
Streblospio benedicti P 6 1 248
Tyx acutus P 6 1 79
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster o} 6 1 46
Ampelisca abdita C 6 1 119
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 6 1 16
Caprellidae spp. indet. C 6 1 1
Crangon septemspinosa C 6 1 1
Edotea triloba C 6 1 1
Photis pollex C 6 1 8
Gastropoda spp. juv. G 6 1 1
Lyonsia spp. juv. B 6 1 1
Mulinia lateralis B 6 1 1
Mptilidae spp. juv. B 6 1 1
Tellina agilis B 6 1 3
Phoronis architecta Ph 6 1 1
Aricidea catherinae P 6 2 7
Asabellides oculata P 6 2 22
Capitella capitata species complex P 6 2 7
Eteone longa P 6 2 13
Neanthes virens P 6 2 3
Nephtys caeca P 6 2 1
Nephtys incisa P 6 2 1
Nephtys neotena P 6 2 7
Paranaitis speciosa P 6 2 1
Phyllodoce mucosa P 6 2 5
Polydora comuta P 6 2 864
Polydora quadrilobata P 6 2 1
Polydora spp. juv. p 6 2 4
Streblospio benedicti P 6 2 125
Tharyx acutus p 6 2 32
Tubificoides apectinatus (o] 6 2 2
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster o 6 2 13
Ampelisca abdita C 6 2 33
C 6 2
o 6 2
C 6 2
B 6 2
B 6 2
P 6 3
P 6 3
P 6 3
P 6 3
P 6 3
P 6 3

Eteone longa
Mediomastus californiensis
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data
Taxonomic IND./
Specles Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.

Neanthes virens

Nephtys ciliata

Nephtys neotena

Phyllodoce mucosa

Polydora comuta

Polydora spp. juv.

Pygospio elegans

Scoloplos spp. juv.
Sual:ol‘;spioignedicﬁ

Tharyx acutus

Tubificoides apectinatus
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca abdita

Ampelisca spp. juv.

Crangon seplemspinosa
Tellina agilis

Yoldia limatula

Aricidea catherinae
Asabellides oculata

Capitella capitata species complex
Er;zc.ex'le hel.erpopoda pe P
Eteone longa

Leitoscoloplos robustus
Mediomastus califomiensis
Neanthes virens

Nephtys neotena

Pholoe minuta

Phyllodoce mucosa

Polydora comuta

Polydora spp. juv.

Proceraes comuta
Stureblospio benedicti

Tharyx acutus

Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster

i Ampelisca abdila,

w
W
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Ampelisca spp. juv.
I@pr.:chuirus pinguis
Mulinia lateralis

Mya arenaria

Nassaruis trivittatus
Pandora gouldiana
Tellina agilis

Nementea spp. indet.
Ariciden catherinae
Asabellides oculata
Capitella capitata species complex
Euclymeninae spp. juv.
Leitoscoloplos robustus
Nephtys neotena
Polydora cornuta
Polydora spp. juv.
Streblospio benedict
Tharyx acutus
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca abdita
Ampelisca spp. juv.
Crangon septemspinosa
Bivalvia spp. juv.

Mya arenaria

Nassaruis trivittatus
Pandora gouldiana
Tellina agilis
Asabellides oculata
Capitella capitata species complex
Leatoscoloplos robustus
Nephtys neotena
Nereididae spp. indet.
Polydora cornuta
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Tubificoides apectinatus
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Tubificidae spp. indet.
Ampelisca abdita
Ampelisca spp. juv.
Caprellidae spp. indet.
Corophium bonelli
Crangon septemspinosa
Photis pollex

Unciola irrorata

Ensis directus
Gastropoda spp. juv.
Hiatella arctica
Modiolus modiolus
Mya arenaria

Nassaruis trivittatus
Petricola pholadiformis
Tellina agilis

Phoronis architecta
Nemertea spp. indet.
Aricidea catherinae
Asabellides oculata
Capitella capitata species complex
Exogone hebes
Gattyana cirrosa
Lagisca extenuata

—_l ) e
DR,
— Qoo b

—

—
N"J

Taxonomic IND/

Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.
Polydora spp. juv. P 7 3 2
Streblospio benedicti P 7 3 889
Tharyx acutus P 7 3 1
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (o] 7 3 191
Ampelisca abdita C 7 3 13
Mya arenaria B 7 3 13
Nassaruis trivittatus G 7 3 7
Tellina agilis B 7 3 1
Yoldia limatula B 7 3 1
Nemertea spp. indet. N 8 1 1
Aricidea catherinae P 8 1 221
Asabellides oculata P 8 1 17
Capilella capitata species complex P 8 1 10
Clymenella torquata P 8 1 1
Eteone longa P 8 1 6
Exogone hebes P 8 1 2
Harmothoe imbricata P 8 1 1
Leitoscoloplos spp. juv. P 8 1 1
Lumbrineridae spp. juv. P 8 i 78
Mediomastus califoriensis P 8 1 30
Neanthes virens P 8 1 266
Nephtys ciliata P 8 1 2
Nephtys neotena P 8 1 25
Ninoe nigripes P 8 | 13
Ophelina acuminata P 8 1 1
Pectinaria granulata P 8 1 3
Pherusa affinis P 8 1 9
Pholoe minuta P 8 1 8
Phyllodoce maculata P 8 1 48
Phyllodoce mucosa P 8 1 291
Polycirrus medusa P 8 1 1
Polydora cornuta P 8 1 10448
Polydora spp. juv. P 8 1 73
Polygordius sp. A P 8 1 1
Pygospio elegans P 8 1 1
Scoletoma hebes P 8 1 3
Spio filicomnis P 8 1 2
Spio thulini P 8 1 143
Spiophanes bombyx P 8 1 1
Streblospio benedicti P 8 1 16
Tharyx acutus P 8 1 32

o 8 1

(o] 8 1

o} 8 1

C 8 1

C 8 1

C 8 1

C 8 1

C 8 1

C 8 1

C 8 1

B 8 1

G 8 1

B 8 1

B 8 1

B 8 1

G 8 1

B 8 1

B 8 1

Ph 8 1

N 8 2

P 8 2

P 8 2

P 8 2

P 8 2

P 8 2

P 8 2

P 8 2

Lumbrineridae spp. juv.
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Taxonomic IND/
Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.
Mediomastus californiensis 17
Neanthes virens 157
Nephtys ciliara 2
Nephtys neotena T8
Ninoe nigripes 16
Pherusa affinis 5
Pholoe minuta 5
Phyllodoce maculata 2
Phyllodoce mucosa 157
Polydora cornuta 5235
Polydora quadrilobata 1
Polydora spp. juv. 3
Scoletoma hebes 3
Scoloplos spp. juv. 1
Spio thulini 53
Streblospio benedicti 10
Tharyx acutus 10
Tubificoides apectinatus 70
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster 91
Tubificidae spp. indet. 29
Ampelisca abdita 288
Ampelisca spp. juv. 135
Photis pollex
Unciola irrorata
Ensis directus
Mytilidae spp. juv.
Petricola pholadiformis
Tellina agilis

Phoronis architecta

Aricidea catherinae

Asabellides oculata

Capitella capitata species complex
Eiconc longa

Exogone hebes

-
—

|

Harmothoe imbricata
Lagisca extenuata
Lumbrineridae spp. juv.
Mediomastus californiensis
Monticellina baptisteae
Neanthes virens
Nephtys ciliata
Nephtys incisa
Nephtys neotena

Ninoe nignipes
Pectinaria granulata
Pherusa affinis

Pholoe minuta
Phyllodoce maculata
Phyllodoce mucosa
Polycirrus spp. indet.
Polydora comuta
Polydora spp. juv.
Polygordius sp. A
Scoletoma heges

Spio filicomis

Spio thulini
Spiophanes bombyx
Streblospio benedicti
Tharyx acutus
Tubificoides apectinatus
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Tubificidae spp. indet.
Ampelisca abdita
Ampelisca spp. juv.
Corophium spp. indet.
Crangon septemspinosa
Diastylis sculpta
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Species Name

Taxonomic
Group *

Station

Replicate

INDJ
0.1 M sq.

Edotea triloba
Leptocheirus pinguis
Photis pollex

Unciola irrorata

Ensis directus

Lyonsia spp. juv.
Modiolus modiolus
Mya arenaria

Mpytilidae spp. juv.
Nassaruis trivittatus
Petricola pholadiformis
Tellina agilis
Cerebratulus lacteus
Nemertea spp. indet.
Ampharete arctica
Aricidea catherinae
Capitella capitata species complex
Etecae longa

Gaityana cirrosa
Hamothoe imbricata
Lumbrineridae spp. juv.
Mediomastus californiensis
Neanthes virens
Nephtys ciliata

Nephtys neotena

Ninoe nigripes
Paranaitis speciosa
Parougia caeca

Pherusa affinis

Pholoec minuta
Phyllodoce maculata
Phyllodoce mucosa
Polydora comuta
Pygospio elegans
Scoletoma hebes

Tharyx acutus
Tubificoides apectinatus
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Ampelisca abdita
Carcinus maenas
Corophium bonelli
Dexamine thea

Edotea triloba
Ischyrocerus anguipes
Oxyurostylis smithi
Photis pollex
Phoxocephalus holbolli
Bivalvia spp. juv.

Doto coronata

Ensis directus
Gastropoda spp. juv.
Lyonsia arenosa

Mya arenaria

Mytilidae spp. juv.
Nassaruis Lrivittatus
Spisula solidissima
Tellina agilis

Nemertea spp. indet.
Ampbharete arctica
Aricidea catherinae
Capitella capitata species complex
Eteone longa

Glycera dibranchiata
Leitoscoloplos robustus
Lumbrinendae spp. juv.
Mediomastus californiensis
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Neanthes virens
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

‘Taxonomic IND/
Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.
Nephtys ciliata P 9 2 14
Nephiys neotena P 9 2 18
Ninoe nigripes P 9 2 11
Parougia caeca P 9 2 26
Pherusa affinis P 9 2 1
Pholoe minuta P 9 2 1
Phyllodoce mucosa P 9 2 48
Polydora cornuta P 9 2 280
Polydora quadrilubata P 9 2 4
ospio elegans P 9 2 9
gycglagna hebes P 9 2 120
Spio thulini P 9 2 4
Spiophanes bombyx P 9 2 2
Streblospio benedicti P 9 2 1
Tharyx acutus P 9 2 13
Tubificoides apectinatus (6] 9 2 157
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (o) 9 2 51
Ampelisca abdita C 9 2 3
Carcinus maenas C 9 2 1
C ium bonelli C 9 2 1
Edommpmuﬂoha' C 9 2 1
eirus pinguis C 9 2 4
Oxyurostylis smithi C 9 2 2
Photis pollex C 9 2 2
Phoxocephalus holbolli C 9 2 1
Unciola irrorata C 9 2 1
Ensis directus B 9 2 13
Mya arenaria B 9 2 15
Myntilidae spp. juv. B 9 2 116
Nassaruis trivittatus G 9 2 11
Pandora gouldiana B 9 2 1
Tellina agilis B 9 2 15
Yoldia spp. juv. B 9 2 3
Nemenea spp. indet. N 9 3 1
Aricidea catherina E 9 3 138..
54 es ala 9 3 1
Capilella capitata species complex P 9 3 7
Eleone longa P 9 3 3
Glycera dibranchiata P 9 3 1
Leitoscoloplos robustus P 9 3 2
Lumbrinendae spp. juv. P 9 3 23
Mediomastus californiensis P 9 3 17
Neanthes virens P 9 3 5
Nephtys caecs o > 3 i
Nephtys ciliata P 9 3 9
Nephtys neotena P 9 3 17
Ninoe nigripes P 9 3 12
Parougia caeca P 9 3 9
Pectinaria granulata P 9 3 5
Pholoe minuta P 9 3 4
Phyllodoce mucosa P 9 3 31
Polydora comuta P 9 3 317
Polydora quadrilobata P 9 3 5
Polydora spp. juv. P 9 3 1
Prionospio steenstrupi P 9 3 1
Pygospio elegans p 9 3 10
Scoletoma hebes P 9 3 200
Spio filicomis P 9 3 3
Spio setosa P 9 3 1
Spio thulini P 9 3 9
Spiophanes bombyx P 9 3 2
Tharyx acutus P 9 3 36
Tubificoides apectinatus 0 9 3 192
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (0] 9 3 64
Corophium spp. indet. C 9 3 1
Onxyurostylis smithi C 9 3 1
Photis pollex C 9 3 4
Phoxocephalus holbolli Cc 9 3 2
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Taxonomic IND/

Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.

Unciola irrorata Cc 9 3 1
Ensis directus B 9 3 6
Hiatella arctica B 9 3 1
Lyonsia arenosa B 9 3 1
Mya arenaria B 9 3 11
Mytilidae spp. juv. B 9 3 17
Nassaruis trivittatus G 9 3 10
Tellina agilis B 9 3 20
Yoldia spp. juv. B 9 3 2
Nemertea spp. indet. N 10 1 2
Aricides catherinae P 10 1 4
Capitella capilata species complex P 10 1 1
Neanthes virens P 10 1 S
Nephtys incisa P 10 1 114
Ninoe nigripes P 10 1 5
Pherusa affinis P 10 1 1
Phyllodoce mucosa P 10 1 1
Polydora cornuta P 10 1 2588
Polydora spp. juv. P 10 1 3
Pygospio elegans P 10 1 9
Tharyx acutus P 10 1 107
Tubificoides apectinatus (o} 10 1 1
Diastylis sculpta C 10 1 2
Leptocheirus pinguis C 10 1 7
Photis pollex C 10 1 2
Mpytilidae spp. juv. B 10 1 12
Tellina agilis B 10 1 14
Yoldia limatula B 10 1 1
Yoldia spp. juv. B 10 1 5
Aricidea catherinae P 10 2 36
Capitella capilata species complex P 10 2 11
Eteone longa P 10 2 5
Gattyana cirrosa P 10 2 4
Lagisca extenuata P 10 2 1
Leitoscoloplos robustus P 10 2 2
Mediomastus californiensis P 10 2 4
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 10 2 41
Neanthes virens P 10 2 3
Nephtys neotena P 10 2 185
Ninoe nigripes P 10 2 9
Parougia caeca P 10 2 35
Pectinaria granulata P 10 2 1
Pherusa affinis P 10 2 2
Pholoe minuta P 10 2 3
Phyllodoce mucosa P 10 2 141
Polydora conuta P 10 2 1846
Polydora quadrilobata p 10 2 1
Polydora spp. juv. P 10 2 2
Proceraca comula P 10 2 1
Pygospio elegans P 10 2 7
Spio thulini P 10 2 1
Sureblospio benedict P 10 2 2
Tharyx acutus P 10 2 155
Tubificoides apectinatus 0 10 2 94
Ampelisca abdita C 10 2 1
Anonyx sp. 1 C 10 2 5
Diastylis sculpta C 10 2 19
Leptocheirus pinguis C 10 2 11
Photis pollex & 10 2 10
Bivalvia spp. juv. B 10 2 2
Ensis directus B 10 2 5
Mya arenaria B 10 2 51
Mytilidae spp. juv. B 10 2 11
Naticidae spp. juv. G 10 2 1
Siliqua costala B 10 2 1
Tellina agilis B 10 2 7
Yoldia limatula B 10 2 1
Nemertea spp. indet. N 10 3 3
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster
Tubificidae spp. indet.
Ampelisca abdita

Crangon septemspinosa
Oxyurostylis smithi
Unciola irrorata

Tellina agilis

Nemertea spp. indet.
Aricidea catherinae
Asabellides oculata
Capitella capitata species compiex
Chaetozone sp. A

Eteone longa

Fabricia stellaris stellaris
Gatryana cirrosa

Lagisca extenuata
Mediomastus califomniensis
Microphthalmus sczelkowii
Neanthes virens

Nephtys incisa

Nephtys neotena

Ninoe nigripes

Parougia caeca

Taxonomlc IND./
Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.

Aricidea catherinae P 10 3 16
Asabellides oculata P 10 3 2
Eteonelonga P - 10 S ~——)
Leitoscoloplos robustus P ) =3 < 2
Mediomastus califomiensis P 10 3 1
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 10 3 1
Neanthes virens P 10 3 4
Nephtys neotena 1P 10 3 37
Ninoe nigripes P 10 3 4
Pholoe minuta P 10 3 1
Phyllodoce mucosa P 10 3 74
Polydora comuta P 10 3 1078
Polydora spp. juv. P 10 3 1
Polygordius-sp: A P -10 o=z =l
Pygospio elegans P 10 3 4
Tharyx acutus P 10 3 80
Tubificoides apectinatus 0O 10 3 1
Diastylis sculpta C 10 3 3
Leptocheirus pinguis C 10 3 4
Photis pollex C 10 3 4
Bivalvia spp. juv. B 10 3 8
Ensis directus B 10 3 2
Modiolus modiolus B 10 3 3
Mpytilidae spp. juv. B 10 3 20
Spisula solidissima B 10 3 1
ellinidae spp. juv. B 10 3 2
Yoldia limatula B 10 3 1
Ampharete arctica P 11 1 1
Aricidea catherinae B 11 L 2
Asabellides oculata P 11 l 4
Capitella capitata species complex P 11 1 37
Etcone longa P 11 1 3
Gattyana cirrosa P 11 1 2
Mediomastus califomiensis P 11 1 1
—Mnm'rhlhnlmmmm--' i R 1 | ~4
Neanthes virens p 11 1 45
Paranaitis speciosa P 11 1 1
Parougia caeca P 1 I 1
Phyllodoce mucosa P 1t 1 62
Polydora comnuta P 11 1 2465
Pygospio elegans P 11 1 1
Scoletoma hebes P 11 1 1
— _ Streblospio benedicti = _11 — —
Tharyx acutus P 11 1 68
Tubificoides apectinatus (0} 11 1 12

(0} 1

(0] 1

C 1

C 1

C 1

C 1

B 1

N 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

p 2

P 2

P 2

P 2

P 2
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Taxonomic IND/

Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.

Phyllodoce mucosa P 11 2 176
Polycirrus spp. indet. P 11 2 1
Polydora comuta P 11 2 5601
Polydora spp. juv. P 11 2 14
Pygospio elegans p 11 2 2
Spio filicomis P 11 2 2
Spio thulini P 11 2 10
Spiophanes bombyx P 11 2 2
Streblospio benedicti P 11 2 12
Tharyx acutus P 11 2 908
Tubificoides apectinatus 0 11 2 45
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (0] 11 2 175
Tubificidae spp. indet. o} 1t 2 7
Ampelisca abdita C 11 2 i2
Caprellidae spp. indet. C 11 2 1
Corophium bonelli C 11 2 6
Crangon septemspinosa C 11 2 2
Dyopedos monacantha C 11 2 3
Oxyurostylis smithi C 11 2 7
Pontogeneia inermis C 11 2 1
Mya arenaria B i1 2 6
Siliqua costata B 11 2 2
Tellina agilis B 11 2 12
Aricidea catherinae P 11 3 4
Asabellides oculata P 11 3 1
Capitella capitata species complex P 11 3 101
Eteone longa P 11 3 7
Leitoscoloplos n.sp. B P 11 3 1
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 11 3 20
Neanthes virens P 11 3 33
Ninoe nigripes P 11 3 2
Parougia caeca P 11 3 7
Pholoe minuta P 11 3 1
Phyllodoce mucosa P 11 3 54
Polydora comuta P 11 3 993
Pygospio elegans P 11 3 6
Streblospio benedicti P 11 3 15
Tharyx acutus P 11 3 70
Tubificoides apectinatus 0 11 3 63
Tubificoides nr. pseudogaster (0] 11 3 31
Ampelisca abdita C 11 3 6
Corophium bonelli C 11 3 1
Diastylis sculpta C i1 3 1
Leptocheirus pinguis C i 3 1
Leucon sp. 1 C 11 3 1
Oxyurostylis smithi C 11 3 4
Hiatella arctica B 11 3 1
Nuculanidae spp. juv. B 11 3 2
Tellina agilis B 11 3 9
Nemertea spp. indet. N 12 1 2
Ampharete arctica P 12 1 1
Aricidea catherinae P 12 1 335
Capitella capitata species complex P 12 I 101
Chaetozone sp. A P 12 1 2
Eteone longa P 12 1 29
Exogone hebes P 12 1 2
Gattyana cirrosa P 12 1 3
Gomadella gracilis P 12 1 1
Leitoscoloplos robustus P 12 1 13
Mediomastus californiensis P 12 1 12
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 12 1 2
Neanthes virens P 12 1 7
Nephtys ciliata P 12 1 50
Nephtys ncotena P 12 1 16
Ninoe nigripes P 12 1 11
Parougia caeca P 12 1 23
Pectinaria granulata P 12 1 1
Pherusa affinis P 12 1 2
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Taxonomic IND/

Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.
Pholoe minuta P 12 | 2
Phyllodoce maculata P 12 1 9
Phyllodoce mucosa P 12 I 720
Polydora comuta P 12 1 1877
Polydora quadrilobata P 12 l 2
Polydora spp. juv. P 12 1 5
Polygordius sp. A P 12 1 2
Prionospio steenstrupi P 12 1 8
Pygospio elegans P 12 1 137
Spio filicomis P 12 1 1
Spio thulini P 12 1 2
Spiophanes bombyx P 12 1 4
ryx dculus P 12 | 488
Tubificoides apectinatus (0] 12 1 518
Ampelisca abdita C 12 1 1
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 12 | 6
Carcinus maenas C 12 1 2
Crangon septemspinosa C 12 1 9
Diastylis sculpta C 12 1 14
Edotea triloba C 12 1 3
Leptocheirus pinguis C 12 1 3
Oedicerotidae sp. 1 o 12 1 3
Oxyurostylis smithi C 12 1 5
Photis pollex C 12 1 92
Cyrtodaria siliqua B 12 1 2
Ensis directus B 12 1 8
Littorina spp. juv. G 12 l 1
Modiolus modiolus B 12 1 3
Nassaruis trivittatus G 12 1 2
Nucula tenuis B 12 1 1
Siliqua costata B 12 1 1
Tellina agilis B 12 1 46
Yoldia limatula B 12 1 1
Anthozoa sp. 1 A 12 2 1
i N 12 2 e
Aricidea catherinae P 12 2 112
Capitella capitata species complex P 12 2 44
Chaetozone sp. A P 12 2 1
Eteone longa P 12 2 19
Exogone hebes P 12 2 1
Gattyana cirrosa P 12 2 8
Leitoscoloplos robustus P 12 2 9
Lumbrineridae spp. juv. = = ] b — ) = — 1
“Mediomastus califomiensis P 12 2 15
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 12 2 5
Neanthes virens P 12 2 33
Nephtys ciliata P 12 2 17
Nephtys neotena P 12 2 24
Ninoe nigripes P 12 2 13
Parougia caeca P 12 2 9
Pherusa affinis P 12 2 12
Pholoe minuta P 12 2 3
Phyllodoce maculata P 12 2 5
Phyllodoce mucosa P 12 2 813
Polydora comuta P 12 2 2146
Polydora quadrilobata P 12 2 5
Prionospio steenstrupi P 12 2 3
Pygospio elegans P 12 2 54
Spio filicomis p 12 2 1
Spio thulini P 12 2 14
Spiophanes bombyx P 12 2 1
Tharyx acutus P 12 2 487
Tubificoides apectinatus o} 12 2 238
Ampelisca abdita C 12 2 8
Ampelisca spp. juv. C 12 2 6
Anonyx sp. 1 C 12 2 8
Carcinus maenas C 12 2 1
Corophium crassicome C 12 2 12
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Mass Bays - Infauna Data

Taxonomic IND/
Species Name Group * Station Replicate 0.1 M sq.
Diastylis sculpta C 12 2 6
Edotea triloba C 12 2 12
Leptocheirus pinguis C 12 2 1
Oedicerotidae sp. 1 C 12 2 1
Oxyurostylis smithi C 12 2 3
Photis pollex C 12 2 425
Bivalvia spp. juv. B 12 2 1
Ensis directus B 12 2 18
Mya arenaria B 12 2 23
Mpytilidae spp. juv. B 12 2 3
Na!;gj:ruis lgsinams G 12 2 2
Tellina agilis B 12 2 14
Yoldia spp. juv. B 12 2 1
Anthozoa sp. 2 A 12 3 1
Nemertea spp. indet. N 12 3 5
Aricidea catherinae P 12 3 90
Capitella capitata species complex P 12 3 17
Eteone hetleropoda P 12 3 1
Eteone longa P 12 3 3
Gattyana cirrosa P 12 3 1
Lagisca extenuata P 12 3 2
Leitoscoloplos robustus P 12 3 2
Lumbrinendae spp. juv. P 12 3 1
Mediomastus californiensis P 12 3 8
Microphthalmus sczelkowii P 12 3 5
Neanthes virens P 12 3 2
Nephtys ciliata P 12 3 1
Nephtys neotena P 12 3 18
Ninoe nigripes P 12 3 7
Parougia caeca P 12 3 134
Pherusa affinis P 12 3 4
Pholoe minuta P 12 3 2
Phyllodoce maculata P 12 3 5
Phyllodoce mucosa P 12 3 134
Polydora cornuta P 12 3 225
Polydora quadrilobata p 12 3 1
Polydora spp. juv. P 12 3 4
Prionospio steenstrupi P 12 3 2
Pygospio elegans P 12 3 39
Spio thulini P 12 3 15
Spiophanes bombyx P 12 3 1
Tharyx acutus P 12 3 175
Tubificoides apectinatus (@) 12 3 112
Ampelisca abdita C 12 3 4
Argissa hamatipes C 12 3 2
Corophium crassicome C 12 3 13
Crangon septemspinosa C 12 3 5
Diastylis sculpta C 12 3 10
Diastylis spp. indet C 12 3 1
Dyopedos monacantha C 12 3 2
Edotea triloba C 12 3 5
Lamprops quadriplicata C 12 3 13
Oedicerotidae sp. 1 C 12 3 11
Pagurus longicarpus C 12 3 1
Photis pollex C 12 3 158
Ensis directus B 12 3 7
Gastropoda spp. juv. G 12 3 1
Nassaruis trivittatus G 12 3 3

* Note: A=Anthozoa, N=Nemertea, P=Polychacta, O=Oligochaeta,
C=Crustacea, B=Bivalvia, G=Gastropoda, Ph=Phoronida
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Table B-14 Sediment redox data

“MaES Bays - Searment Redox Dam

Station  Replicate  Sed Depth(cm)  EH (MV)

4273
4273
4273
4273
-135.0
-1352
-1352
-307.4
3214
3218
3215
-160.3
-1498
-168.0
L1522

283
-30.2
413
-544
734

-123.7
-128.3
-148.8
-204.2
-215.8
-2174
-229.6
-183.0
-199.9
-229.3
<2434
-289.9
-306.3
-312.9
-319.6
1

-36.3
-36.3
-217.0
-9.0
-535
-66.0
-84.1
-114.0
1378
-151.8
-170.2
-147.5
-149.2
-192.5
-210.7
-1345
-140.3
-144.4
-172.0
-1133
-107.3
-107.4
-111.8
79.0
75.0
69.0
50.1
-213.0
-228.5
-242.5
-249.4
-81.4
-104.4
-128.1
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VT Bays - Seaiment Redox DA —

Station  Replicate  Sed Depth (cm) EH MV)
6 3 8 -146.5
7 1 2 -

7 1 4 -

7 1 6 -

7 1 8 -

7 2 2 -16.5
7 2 4 -14.8
7 2 6 -14.4
7 2 8 -125
7 3 2 -98.9
7 3 4 -127.6
7 3 6 -133.5
7 3 8 -133.5
8 1 2 -15.7
8 1 4 -9.2
8 1 6 -8.4
8 1 8 -83
8 2 2 144.5
8 2 4 1472
8 2 6 1475
8 2 8 147.8
8 3 2 494
8 3 4 39.2
8 3 6 36.1
8 3 8 29.6
9 1 2 -28.9
9 1 4 -48.1
9 1 6 -103.9
9 1 8 -108.2
9 2 2 -83.8
9 2 4 -159.8
9 2 6 -176.3
9 2 8 -181.5
9 3 2 -33.2
9 3 4 -823
9 3 6 -98.4
9 3 8 -119.7
10 1 2 133.8
10 1 4 108.1
10 1 6 147.7
10 1 8 1473
10 2 2 1247
10 2 4 -22.8
10 2 6 -1.9
10 2 8 8.9
10 3 2 199.7
10 3 4 192.6
10 3 6 114
10 3 8 15.7
11 1 2 -95.2
11 1 4 -158.0
11 1 6 -178.5
11 1 8 -200.5
11 2 2 -1.1
11 2 4 42
11 2 6 -49.6
11 2 8 -724
11 3 2 -133.2
11 3 4 -159.8
11 3 6 -160.6
11 3 8 -165.1
12 1 2 190.5
12 1 4 192.8
12 1 6 180.7
12 1 8 70.8
12 2 2 570
12 2 4 79.6
12 2 6 84.6
12 2 8 2.1
12 3 2 421.8
12 3 4 474.1
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Station  Replicate  Sed Depth (cm) EH (MYV)
12 3 6 448.4
12 3 8 31s.
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Appendix C

Bar Graphs of Concentrations of Sediment Hydrocarbons,
metals, PCBs and Pesticides by Station
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Hexachiorobenzene
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PCB 126 (ng/g)

PCB 126 (3, 3/, 4, 4, 5-pentachloro biphenyl)
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