NPS-USGS WATER QUALITY PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM

WORK GROUP COMMENTS - NEW PROJECTS FY09

CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $300,000

REGION:

Alaska




PARK:     GLBA 

PROJECT TITLE:
Assessing Mercury Dynamics in Variable Stream Types in Glacier Bay
COMMENTS:
· Proposal is well written and integrates inventory sampling across several water-quality mediums. Sample size and constituent concentrations likely will be too small and potentially near detection levels to draw strong correlations; however, baseline-type information will be valuable.

· Objectives over-reach to ascertain relationships between Hg concentrations with time and hydrologic flow conditions with just 5 sampling visits per year. Random variability and confounding influences of multiple variables are not isolated by the sampling approach. It will be difficult if not impossible to sort out the differences in values and attribute it to any given variable.
· High latitude contamination of industrial and other pollutants has been known to be a problem for a long time. China and other Asian countries will be burning more and more coal and other fossil fuel to drive their ever expanding economies. This project is timely and continues the process of determining what long-range pollutants are entering pristine environments like GLBA.

· Scientific merit, technical soundness, and project design are excellent; problem resolution is problematic. The information gathered may help define/bound the issues which may eventually be used to help solve the problem globally. 

· Proposal has nice stratified design and multiple lines of study; however, the small number of samples may not be enough to provide definitive answers to questions.
· Number of samples not adequate to answer questions, meet objectives.  Degrees of freedom per stream type = 0.  Map does not show streams.  Can coho be sampled in streams without established salmon runs?  Why are collectors not included in potential BMI trophic groups?  This may be the largest trophic group in each stream.  How many times will BMI samples be collected?  What will be done if QA sample indicates excessive variability?  Costs seem high for amount of sampling.  What are results of Nagorski’s studies?  If wet deposition sampler will operate with or without this project, in-kind contribution should be discounted.

CATEGORY:
Fixed Station



COST:     $150,000
REGION:

Alaska




PARK:     WRST

PROJECT TITLE:
A Paired Catchment Study to Assess All-Terrain Vehicle Impacts on 

Water Quality

COMMENTS:

· Not sure you will be successful enough to answer all your questions with mixing models, so much variability in water quality parameters. Have you looked in infrared or spectral satellite data and use with water quality data?  Otherwise very timely and needed for the Park.
· It may be a stretch to imply that ATV use in the Nabesna Road region will impact Copper River water quality and salmon fisheries.  If there is a documented ATV problem at the park, can the activity be managed?
· Study design will need to be careful to make sure watersheds are comparable in all aspects (except land use) as is practical (including drainage area, slope, geology, vegetative cover, etc). Proposal states that ATV problem is well defined; all that is missing is peer review. Could existing data be cost-effectively reviewed and compiled for a peer-reviewed report? Data analysis using mixing models for ions seems a bit peripheral when suspended sediment is constituent of concern and likely associated with overland flow events.
· Widespread issue, but proposal doesn’t indicate completion will provide useful results to park or wider areas of concern.  Paired watershed study; df = 0.  Therefore need better explanation of how catchments were selected, what other variables (that may also influence ORV use) differ between watersheds.  Figure 3 hard to read.  What is distribution of land ownership in study watersheds?  Some listed in-kind support should be discounted (will occur with or without this project).  How many BMI, other samples will be collected?

· Study design lacks a key component of paired watershed design. It lacks a calibration period prior to treatment (ATV use) to assess the between watershed differences not attributable to ATV’s. Lacking a calibration, the idea of attributing water quality differences to categorical levels of ATV use lacks 
· Very ambitious proposal for a fixed station project.
CATEGORY:
Technical Assistance


COST:     $20,000

REGION:

Alaska




PARK:     DENA

PROJECT TITLE:
Interpretation of Water-Quality for Science and Learning Center Visitors

COMMENTS:

· This is an outreach project. There was a debate on the AK regional panel about whether this was an appropriate project for this funding source. It would never score high using the ranking criteria.

· What is a science portal?  Inquiring minds want to know.  Proposal makes scant mention of using NPS/MSLC interpretive staff in development of materials – indicates (or at least suggests) lack of coordination between NPS and USGS.  

· This is more of a water-quality data outreach program than a water quality program. It seems like this should have already happened with previous funding or within the Parks budget.

· It is unclear what meant by a “portal” as compared to a web page. More description would have been valuable for evaluation of proposal. Consider a product that could be downloaded from the internet rather than CD as that approach might reach a much wider audience.

· Excellent idea but NPS does have an outreach mission and other sources of support for these activities. With limited program resources this seems to fall under more under an extra than a core program area.

· This is a nice idea for technical transfer, but it was hard to understand the exact nature of the product and why USGS assistance was needed to make this happen.
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $289,600

REGION:

Intermountain


PARK:     RIGR

PROJECT TITLE:
The Relation of Water Quality and Biological Integrity to Periods of 

Low Flows in the Rio Grande, an International Border River

COMMENTS:

· Extremely important resource for the park. The Information this project will produce is very important for future cooperative planning to protect Rio Grande aquatic resources. A big opportunity for International cooperation.
· More description of continuous monitoring would have been helpful; temperature may be a major biological stressor. Biological metrics may be difficult to use given small sample size. Existing data should not be disregarded just because it was collected quarterly; given drought conditions, good low-flow information may exist and could have been evaluated to help target water-quality stressors for this proposal.
· The proposal was not changed much from last year, but it scored well.  There are still questions about whether it would solve the problem, and the support appeared overstated.
· Solid proposal – but not a hypothesis-driven investigation.
· Most itemized budget of all proposals, but proposal itself somewhat vague.  What %tile low flow will be adequate to validate work?  What happens if you don’t get sufficiently low flow event?  How will lowest flow event (sed occ) be determined?  Are low flows caused by upstream regulation or withdrawals?  Did fish species richness return or increase after 2003 no-flow event?  Does park intend to use results in pursuit of water rights?  Is there an interstate compact for the Rio Grande?  International?  In-kind support inflated.

CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $298,800

REGION:

Intermountain


PARK:     ROMO

PROJECT TITLE:
Effects of Mountain Pine Beetle Induced Mortality on Water Quality

COMMENTS:

· The beetle-kill situation doesn’t appear to be a water quality issue, and measuring water quality probably won’t provide many enlightening answers.  Also, support for the proposal appears to be overstated.
· Although current beetle-kill conditions do provide an opportunity to investigate effects on nutrient loading; it does seem that issues may be similar to fire effects, which have been studied. In-kind contributions seem a bit inflated.  
· Scope and problem definition are a bit scattered. In some areas (fire potential, CO2 emissions) it appears a cursory examination of a topic has been added when not needed and is outside the scope and objectives of a water quality investigation

Problem resolution is a difficult area for this proposal. The “cake has been baked” as far as the problem and impacts. 


This investigation does not lend itself well to a three-year study time frame.

· Looks like this work is already ongoing. Can you model with the data you already have?
· Water quality connection tenuous.  Is information from DEWA on hemlock woolly adelgid relevant, and can it be used to supplement this work?  Budget costs seem high.  
· This is a natural process that may be exacerbated by globe climate change. It is not clear to me how the information in this proposal is going to help managers protect natural resources. Beetle kills are part of the natural fire cycle. Seems like this project would better fit under fire research or global climate change research. Does the park have a prescribed fire program that affects fuel and forest bed conditions?
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $289,800

REGION:

Intermountain


PARK:     ZION

PROJECT TITLE:
Assessment of Wastewater Contamination in Springs Down-gradient




from Proliferating Septic Systems in 3 NCPN Parks

COMMENTS:

· Solid proposal addressing a significant resource threat.
· The proposal is fairly well thought out but a little weak on demonstrating the threat and providing a path for resolution.  It seems to be somewhat of a fishing expedition.
· Seems like more of a groundwater flow project.  Would Cedar Breaks NM make a good reference site, or is development also occurring adjacent to that park?  No overhead in budget.
· I think you should model contaminant transport with the existing ground-water flow models instead of conceptual ones. Problem resolution is unlikely but at least it should be more well defined. Don’t know if problem exists yet?
· Proposal has a stronger ground-water flow component than water-quality component. Objective 1 seems to have been already completed for Zion. Nested sampling design is a good cost-effective approach. Problem seems most relevant to Zion. Most of the existing development near Colorado National Monument is down gradient; Bryce is also at topographic high point. 
· A worthy project that has public health implications.

CATEGORY:
Fixed Station



COST:     $147,900

REGION:

Intermountain


PARK:     PISP

PROJECT TITLE:
Groundwater Chemistry and Isotopic Analysis to Support 

Hydrogeologic Study of Pipe Spring

COMMENTS:

· Problem resolution politically high, ability to resolve contributing area without a groundwater flow and tracking model is low and predict where new wells would be best suited—not really a water quality but a quantity problem.

· Proposal is a ground-water investigation. Little or no water quality component.
· This proposal is primarily a flow and water quantity project. 
· Proposal was well written. However, given the water-quality nature of this particular funding source, proposal was too focused on ground-water flow.
· This issue may be important for the park, but the project has little to do with water quality and is not appropriate for this funding source.
· Well written proposal, but more of a groundwater flow project than a water quality one.  Reworked from an intensive proposal (first sentence)?  Great maps/graphics, probably best of any proposal, made it easy to put project in geographic context.  Frequency of sampling?
CATEGORY:
Technical Assistance


COST:     $19,000

REGION:

Intermountain


PARK:     BIBE

PROJECT TITLE:
Evaluate Potential Effects of Herbicide Application along the




Rio Grande and Develop a Monitoring Plan

COMMENTS:

· Reworked from 3-year project (second paragraph of “Scope”).  Project text not well revised to focus on first year of former 3-year program.  Not clear what will be used to develop plan.  Is park or network committed to implement plan?  Probably a useful project but proposal needs more refinement and detail.
· Like to have more details on sampling locations and parameters. Wonder if the data gathered in study will be enough to convince states and Nations to change current practices—so problem resolution questionable.
· Exotic species are a huge threat to this and other park areas. Toxicity of herbicides to the aquatic habitat is important but only one aspect of an exotic species program.

· A draft monitoring plan is a reasonable product for technical assistance, but will the needed monitoring ever be done?
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $296,500

REGION:

Midwest



PARK:     WICA

PROJECT TITLE:
Trace Karst Ground-Water Flow to Assess Water Quality Impacts

COMMENTS:

· Proposal was well written. Source determinations may be difficult to assign given the karst nature of geohydrology; however, study design utilizing multiple lines of evidence may have some success. More background description/hypothesis on potential sources of arsenic and nitrate would have been interesting.
· Seems like an important issue, with ongoing work providing good background info, and proposed project will fill important gaps.  Proposal is a bit confusing, particularly number and location of different sampling regimes, integration of information between sampling regimes.  Are Calcite Lakes a named feature or a type of feature?  What is relationship between Calcite Lakes and “water table lakes?”  Budget well itemized by type, but poorly itemized by amounts.  Data analysis and report preparation costs seem exorbitant.  No overhead in budget.
· This is a well written proposal focused on an important park issue, but it may be too much to accomplish.  It appears the report budget is padded or it includes other activities.
· To establish flowpath connections in the karst are they mapped (the cave system) at all? You should not rule out the potentiometric surface for determining overall ground-water flow direction and maybe even pointing out areas where there are focused conduits and/or sinkholes. Also have any previous dye-tracer studies shown specific connections so that there is some evidence for connected fractures/conduits—ground-water flow and tracking models? Ground-water ages is only going to give you the relative average age of water, you need the distribution  of ages to adequately describe the components and sources. Expensive report. I don’t think you can necessarily infer source areas from mapping arsenic and nitrate in wells nearby because of the karst situation use the dye-tracer data for the best reliance. 

· The resource threat from general development was described but the relationship between this study and the information gleaned does not make a strong case for problem resolution or cause/effect type conclusions.
· Very critical issue for the park. Endemic species at risk.

CATEGORY:
Fixed Station



COST:     $99,700

REGION:

Midwest



PARK:     APIS

PROJECT TITLE:
Assess Mercury Toxicity

COMMENTS:

· These exact questions are already being addressed by USGS and others in WI, Everglades, SC, FL, and other places in a more comprehensive way. The chances of resolution are non-existent. 
· It is not clear what is going to be done with the information gained from this study. Has there been any attempt to determine the source of the mercury?

· Methods vague.  No map of sampling sites, issue areas.  Would sampling outside of the park better place the results in a geographic perspective?

· Proposal could have been more descriptive. Other work in area being done by NAWQA in same general area was not really referenced.
· The proposal is not very specific about the project activities, and it has no report budget. 
CATEGORY:
Technical Assistance


COST:     $20,000

REGION:

Midwest



PARK:     SACN

PROJECT TITLE:
Time of Travel Study and Spill Vulnerability Assessment

COMMENTS:

· This is a hypothetical issue.  Will extrapolation of results in tributaries be adequate to test the model?
· Not a true water quality project. Hard to evaluate this project with the ranking criteria.

· Proposal not well prepared.  Probably a useful product for this and other river parks.  Will tracing occur in 5 tributaries (Approach and Methods) or 2 streams (Measurable Results)?  At what different flows will tracers be used?  Will study include both base flow and storm flow events?  If storm flow, what return interval storm will be used?
· Does not contribute much scientific merit to actual water chemistry; however, time and travel information has value.
· No real eminent problem so no resolution—all theoretical.

· Unsure how much value this study would have (time of travel on two tributaries) in the case of an actual spill. 
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $300,000

REGION:

National Capital


PARK:     PRWI

PROJECT TITLE:
Characterization of Baseline Water Quality

COMMENTS:

· Good proposal for baseline information.
· The proposal is an expensive fixed-station monitoring project, not an issue-oriented intensive investigation, and stream gage costs are one third of the study.
· Good baseline data project.

· Vague.  Pie-in-the-sky.  Sample it all.  Methods, particularly the level of sampling intensity for each of the many facets of the proposal, are not specified.  How will different watershed size affect results for each of the three streams?  Is Quantico Creek really more developed than the South Fork?  Map does not provide watershed boundaries, can’t evaluate how much development north of 234 is in drainage.  What might be occurring on QMCR that would affect results (e.g. nitrates, bacteria, sediment, organics, metals, etc.)?  No overhead in budget.  Who are PIs?  What BST method would be used?
· Urban impacts have been well documented by other studies throughout the country. How likely is resolution without a new administration and increased funding?  
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $253,000

REGION:

Northeast



PARK:     HOFU

PROJECT TITLE:
Monitor French Creek for Arsenic and Other Toxic Metals

COMMENTS:

· Excellent problem definition and scientific merit. Project is tight and well laid out. Chances of gaining valuable insights. I am more skeptical of the pathways of exposure for these contaminants arguments may be over stated.
· Seems like a no-brainer to remove the slag but data needs to be gathered to be sure it is a problem.

· Great background.  Well organized proposal.  Map (figure 4) relatively easy to read.  Aggressive proposal using a multipronged approach.  Only two surface WQ samples per site – is this enough?  BMI by RBP, but only one sample per site (low flow) – will this be enough to provide reliable characterization?  Are total samples enough to determine fate and transport?  Budget fairly well developed, but personnel costs should be broken down by task (objective).  Are indirect costs reasonable? – they are not well explained.  

· Good multi-disciplinary study proposal.
· This is a very good proposal that includes many types of sampling.  Does the state conduct any monitoring to support the high quality designation of French Creek?
· Proposal was well written. Good study design incorporating sampling for multiple water-quality medium. Study should do a nice job of describing trace metal occurrence in the area, with potential for problem resolution. Proposal may be a bit optimistic in fate and transport objectives. 
CATEGORY:
Fixed Station



COST:     $141,800

REGION:

Northeast



PARK:     FIIS

PROJECT TITLE:
Development of a Long-Term Ground-Water Monitoring Program

COMMENTS:

· Proposal had a large ground-water flow component; more emphasis on water-quality component would have improved proposal. 
· Proposal very sparse on specifics and specifics of sites and number and locations and parameters. The threat is real but the proposal needs to be honed to a more specifics.

· Proposal is vague, particularly methods (e.g. nutrient sampling, groundwater levels).  Question whether sampling regime is adequate to provide needed information (many samples only 1X/yr).  Changing suite of organics to be measured each year provides broader view but limits information on variability.  Different parts of project not well tied together into a coherent whole.

· It is unclear whether the proposal will initiate a new project or fill in a missing gap on an existing project.  If it is an add-on, it probably should have been addressed previously.
Ground water resources are critical to the park and need to be better understood especially in an area surrounded by development and that experiences such high visitation.

CATEGORY:
Technical Assistance


COST:     $20,000

REGION:

Northeast



PARK:     SHEN

PROJECT TITLE:
Analysis and Synthesis of Water-Quality and Fisheries Data

COMMENTS:

· For the money a good value. Not sure exactly the data you have entails or geographic locations—that would have been helpful maps.
· What are the three data sets?  SWAS, fisheries and aquatic invertebrate monitoring, and springs and headwater streams water quality?  Fisheries, water quality and air quality?  Proposal is not clear about this.  Proposal notes lack of staff, but SHEN recently underwent CORE-OPPS evaluation that resulted in sizable base increase.  CORE-OPPS base increases didn’t identify this need?

· This data analysis technical assistance request is simple enough that it could have been submitted internally to NPS-WRD.
· Proposal presents good case to do some data analysis of existing information. Proposal has high cost effectiveness. Proposal would have been stronger with more description of available data sets. Investigators should be aware of the quality of the external data sets that are used for analysis. 
· Proposal addresses an often overlooked and neglected aspect of monitoring programs – identifying overall gaps interrelationships and redundancies.

· This project seems very appropriate for the TA program.
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $200,000

REGION:

Pacific West



PARK:     KAHO

PROJECT TITLE:
Use Stable Isotope Tracers to Determine Anthropogenic Inputs to




Water Quality

COMMENTS:

· Well thought-out and written proposal.  Addresses serious issue at many parks: near-boundary development.  Methods well described and justified.  Like flexibility in proposal to will allow changes if indicated by conditions or NPS scoping study (probably more relevant to transferability issue than proposal claims).  Budget well itemized, but I am curious if the overhead charges are reasonable (especially given inclusion of “Science Support”).  Benefit of sondes, other equipment should be amortized over expected life of equipment, not life of project.
· Proposal was well written. Proposal presents a good study design and approach of using multiple lines of evidence to investigate an important problem for the Park. Proposal is timely for establishing a baseline before development expands too far. Selective sampling for organic compounds is a good cost-effective approach. 
· This proposal is excellent with the exception of reliance on another proposal for determining ground-water flow information. Please find a way to incorporate hydraulic information into the study—you will need it to adequately address your questions. Financial discussion was inadequately specific.
· Critical natural and cultural resources for this park are at risk and public heath concerns may also be involved. Baseline data is badly needed. Excellent proposal that is badly needed.
· This is a good, sound project but some related activities are split between two proposals.  What options does the park have for resolution?
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $260,000

REGION:

Pacific West



PARK:     KAHO

PROJECT TITLE:
Diurnal Variability in Ground Water Quality and Flow Directions

COMMENTS:

· Generally proposal is well written; however, underlying investigation seems to be primarily ground-water flow. For this funding process, proposal would have been stronger if water quality had been more prominent in the study design.
· The diurnal water quality work should have been incorporated into the first study.  The rest is basically a groundwater flow study.
· While this is an important question other issues are more pressing for this park such as water quality degradation and quantity issues.

· As other KAHO proposal, well written and thought out.  Question whether this sampling can be done be modification of existing park or network WQ monitoring.  Well itemized budget, but again question overhead costs and “Science Support.”  Can this project and other KAHO project be combined?  If only one can be funded, I prefer the other one.

· Critical natural and cultural resources for this park are at risk. There is much pressure being put on ground water resources from surrounding development. Baseline data is badly needed. But this project seems more to be more of a water quantity proposal rather then a water quality proposal.
· More of a groundwater flow study than a water quality investigation. The diurnal variability question is an interesting research topic but seems less well connected to the resource threat from adjacent development.
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $298,800

REGION:

Pacific West



PARK:     YOSE

PROJECT TITLE:
Map Critical Loads of Atmospheric Nitrogen Deposition

COMMENTS:

· The issue has been studied previously in other parks, and this proposal should seek another funding source.  However, this effort connects well with the other studies and should help complete the “critical load” picture.
· A very technically interesting and well supported proposal. This information gathered would have high transferability for other alpine watersheds.
· Proposal fills in nice gap with other atmospheric nitrogen deposition work. In-kind contributions from other existing programs (with other purposes) seem over estimated. 
· Budget seems rounded to make max.  Possible errors in Y2 personnel costs (2.5 x 10,000 = 20,000 and lab costs for Y1 and Y2 (95 x 125 = 3125; should be = 11,875).  Technician costs unclear: 2 x 3 x 5,000 = 15,000, 2 x 2 x 5,000 = 10,000, 2 x 0.7 x 5,000 = 3,500?  No salary inflation factored into costs.  Many of in-kinds listed will occur with or without project, and should be discounted.  Not clear that field work will provide sufficient data.  Will preparation of maps allow park, NPS or DOI to take corrective action?
· Excellent integrated data analysis approach resulting in a very high science value product for the park. It was unclear what if any buy-in the state has on this approach, whether they are interested in utilizing the information from the study to address emissions reductions for problem resolution. 
· Appears to have broad implications for alpine areas of North America. Would be a valuable tool nationwide.

CATEGORY:
Fixed Station



COST:     $99,400

REGION:

Pacific West



PARK:     LARO

PROJECT TITLE:
Monitoring the Input of Toxic Slag and Trace Elements to Lake




Roosevelt from the Columbia River

COMMENTS:

· Seems not quite ready for funding.  Methods not set (“Possible approaches include . . .”); may limit usefulness of a 2-year project.  It would be better if methods more clearly developed.  Seems like seed for future monitoring.  Will it provide a useful monitoring method?  Will NPS pick up monitoring after project?  Can this be funded by EPA as part of RI/FS, State, other group?  This issue is going through legal and diplomatic channels; will resolution obviate need for project?  Map poor quality, hard to place project and problem in perspective.

· Good fixed-station proposal, but this project should be funded by the polluting party and/or the EPA. Need for sampling will likely extend far beyond the duration proposed. If appears this proposal is trying to do something which should have been an integral part of the remediation plan.

· EPA should fund this or maybe Teck-Comico. The sediment transport is unknown. Also not easy to collect samples for—there may be other better ways to accomplish these objectives.
· This work probably should have been included in previous studies.  What is the next step for long-term monitoring?
· Proposal was not clear whether State water-quality standards are total or dissolved. Sampling for totals may be a gap, but is it appropriate for state standards? Proposal goes on to say suspended sediment is low, which seems a bit inconsistent if sediment is suspected to be major trace element source.  Trace element analysis of lake cores or semi-permeable membrane devices might be better approach. The data management with NWIS should be part of the on-going data collection activities. 
· White Sturgeon is a species of concern and reproduction of this species is threatened by slag contaminants. Data is needed to protect eggs and hatched fry of this species.
CATEGORY:
Technical Assistance


COST:     $20,000

REGION:

Pacific West



PARK:     NOCA

PROJECT TITLE:
Measuring Contaminant Levels of Lake Chelan Fisheries in the 




Stehekin Basin

COMMENTS:
· Proposal presents a good approach to conduct some fast and cost-effective sampling for a general baseline. 

· Pilot study.  Can other members of Lake Chelan Fishery Management Committee help fund?  What about funding for future in-depth study if this one shows serious contamination?  Looks like only a 10 fish sample.  If this is the case, then suggest removing lake trout (contamination already known) and focusing on kokanee (spawning migrant) and bull trout (Federally listed) and/or Westslope Cutthroat (state species of concern).  Map and air photo of poor quality, hard to read, makes it harder to evaluate project, place in geographic perspective).

· Are the project resources sufficient to do the proposed work and provide useful answers?
· Is the important management question human health (fish advisories etc.) or where is this contamination coming from and how can it be stopped or mitigated?
CATEGORY:
Intensive/Synoptic


COST:     $232,000

REGION:

Southeast



PARK:     EVER

PROJECT TITLE:
Sediment Transport and Saline Intrusion on Cape Sable

COMMENTS:

· I’d like to see more of a product than just data. Could other habitat be created by the sediment infilling and how likely is this situation to be remediated considering global warming and sea-level rise? May be we should be figuring out how the inevitable changes in landscape/salinity etc., will affect these threatened and endangered species instead of trying get data support our version of what it should look like. Also where is the report in the budget?
· Appears to be an urgent problem effecting three T&E species.

· Rewritten from NRPP proposal for a previous year (see “Budget Explanation” on page 16)?  Problem resolution seems weak, and the whole project may become irrelevant if breaches are soon plugged.  Seems like more of a flow dynamics and habitat problem than a water quality issue.  Budget not well itemized.
· Proposal would have been stronger if salinity problems had been better described. Proposal is weak on the product side. Product should include an interpretive report if funded as an intensive synoptic based on program requirements; or proposal should have been submitted as fixed station. It would have been helpful to have more details given for time line for two-year gage/site operations in order to better evaluate budget.

· The proposal targets an important park issue but is mostly baseline monitoring to supplement other studies.  An interpretive report product is recommended.
CATEGORY:
Fixed Station



COST:     $100,000

REGION:

Southeast



PARK:     JELA

PROJECT TITLE:
Assessment of Mercury Availability in the Marshes of the Barataria




Preserve

COMMENTS:
· This project lacks detail to fully assess its potential value and soundness.
· The proposal is vague about why additional work is needed and the relationships between mercury availability, fish tissue concentrations, and human health.
· Not clear how many meHg sample sites.  No clear tie between fish tissue and human health – are the fish to be sampled the size and species likely to be consumed by anglers?  If no Hg in bottom sediments, where are fish acquiring it?  Is LA monitoring Hg in this area?  Budget poorly itemized.  Cubic square feet of water (p2)?
· Proposal is weak on the transferability component. Unclear what a “peer reviewed document” is—journal article, administrative letter, USGS report? Different effort is involved in preparing these different products.  Objective to determine methylation rates may be overly optimistic, given sample size and data variability. 

· Mercury toxicity and cycling in the environment is becoming well established at other areas with very similar ecosystems. Baseline is good but I think that it would be hard to assess the actual effects until you have more information about flows and mixing. Ability to resolve problem is very limited.
CATEGORY:
Technical Assistance


COST:     $20,000

REGION:

Southeast



PARK:     CUIS

PROJECT TITLE:
Real-Time Water-Quality Monitoring in Support of the NPS Inventory




and Monitoring Program for the SECN

COMMENTS:

· No ranking criteria write up. Hard to evaluate using the ranking criteria.
· This project bites off a small problem and deals with it.  The project will help with logistics of maintaining continuous water quality monitors, keeping the data current (pun not intended) and useful.  Budget is weak, especially “web site development” item, but all items could use more detail.  Is there a plan to make WQ data available to public on park or network web site?  If project is funded and successful, network should expand use of satellite connections to all deployed monitors.
· Proposal was lacking components for ranking criteria; descriptions in other sections of text did not provide sufficient information to adequately rank the proposal for many of the ranking criteria. 

· The proposal is a good idea and describes a useful approach to place DCPs in network parks; however, the write-up was short and lacked responses to the ranking criteria.
· Excellent idea and chance for problem resolution. Proposal did not specifically address critical elements. Lots of added benefits for the park.
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