NPS-USGS WATER QUALITY PARTNERSHIP PROGRAM
WORK GROUP COMMENTS - NEW PROJECTS FY11

CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $300,000

REGION:	Northeast				PARK:      ACAD

PROJECT TITLE:	Addressing Eutrophication and Nuisance Algal Blooms in Bass Harbor Marsh Estuary: Impact of Nitrogen and Sediment


COMMENTS: 
· The successful use of an Acoustic Doppler Current Profiler (ADCP) and an in-situ nitrate analyzer, both calibrated against discrete samples collected using conventional techniques, has the potential to advance our use of new technologies to decrease costs and increase sample frequency.  As such, the transferability of this project is very high. Likewise the analysis of nitrogen isotopes to distinguish sources of nitrogen within this system has significant scientific merit.
· Significance of resource criteria not well addressed based on ranking explanation. Need to include park priority, at risk species, legislation, etc.
· Not a strong case for immediacy of issue presented. Elaborate on population increase, what is known about per capita contributions, ocean input changes/percent inputs elsewhere, have locals contributed and how (they are listed as interested in the text)
· Good group of collaborators, could also elaborate on McKenna’s N experience.
· If possible, it would be helpful to demonstrate what methods will be used for incorporating this new information into the adaptive management strategies suggested. As written, the criterion ranking is exactly a ‘3’ per definition.
· It is obvious that the proposed techniques will be useful to others. Consider listing those who would use this work explicitly and applications.
· In kind contributions are liberally applied, but well identified so full credit given.
· Very complex project with many components.  USGS-MEWSC responsibilities seem within reason.  
· Well designed and ambitious proposal.
· Very efficient use of related project support to expand proposal well beyond program funding.
· The proposal does not make a compelling case that the information will lead to problem resolution.









CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $296,700

REGION:	Southeast				PARK:      BISC

PROJECT TITLE:	Baseline Aquatic Contamination and Endocrine Status in Resident Fish Populations of Biscayne NP and Adjacent Coastal Wetlands

COMMENTS: 

· It is unclear who really needs the information. NPS could use to evaluate EIS, with proposed alternatives and mitigation.   BUT, w&sd SEEMS TO BE THE ONE NEEDING the info to do a credible EIS (both from a NEPA and overall proposal angle).
· Park should be looking at positives to the study results and to a credible EIS, instead of stating their concern is to “finding evidence of the impacts later”. Later still could force a revisit of NEPA. Even without this data, couldn’t the park comment strongly in EIS, force a strong ROD commitment, and gain a positive ending either by no effect, or a forced revisit to higher treatment level.
· Problem definition poor. Issue is one of lacking effective data. But effective involvement and stance on the NEPA could gain as much. Scoping, Alternatives, mitigation, force a committed ROD performance.
· If NPS has “acceptance” role on EIS, it should take a stronger position on gaining this data from WWTP folks or better yet, have WWTP fund study for the EIS (or cost share with NPS?)
· Cost effectiveness could be “sold” to reviewers with strong presentation of the techniques and standard approaches.
· Strong science and somewhat new approaches, but greater attention to NEPA attention and other partnering could have the information needs redirected, focused, or funded from a more appropriate WWTP project related source
· Well-timed and highly relevant proposal given the future prospects for wastewater use in wetland hydration.
· The project objectives and goals were realistic.
· Excellent leverage of in-kind support, although it seems that wastewater suppliers should contribute. Since this is a baseline study, it is difficult to score high on problem resolution.
· List species of special concern, specific legislation – if any
· Can WWTP provide this information for their effluent? Should they be required to?
· Provide pertinent data from Lietz and Myer report
· Need for first year request being above $100000 constraint is well described due to immediacy of need for data, but this will impact ability of WQPP to fund other projects.
· Round up percentages for contributions.
· Actual transferability potential is high, but not well described here. Add language from NPS report for this need and recent EPA activity as examples.
· I believe high upfront costs to be reasonable.  Passive sampling and passive-sampler extract analyses are time consuming.  Pushing these costs further into the project delays the use of passive samples the risk of the project running over schedule is increased.
· The need for a reference site was mentioned but not discussed in any detail. The reference site would be selected based on historical data. This might become an issue given the ongoing oil contamination and containment/mitigation efforts if the reference site is a critical aspect of the study.




CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $300,000

REGION:	Northeast				PARK:      CACO

PROJECT TITLE:	Impact of Nutrient Supply on Harmful Algal Blooms (“Red Tides”): Study of Eutrophication and Alexandrium fundyense and Paralytic Shellfish Poisoning in Embayments

COMMENTS: 
 
· Collaboration with CACO and WHOI is not well described nor were any details provided about how much data will be required for model validation.
· Linkage of this modeling component to the larger $1.7 x 106 project is not detailed.
· The issue seems to be a regional one and not very specific to the park resources or needs.
· Actual project support % is lower than indicated.
· Interesting linkage of models.  Very location specific in final form, but may demonstrate potential usefulness for other settings.  
· Need to expound on the importance of shellfish to the park, its legislation, other species dependent on shellfish, demonstrate significance 
· Problem definition and information use criteria loosely describes how information will be used. This needs to be focused.
· Ties to or follow on study (NPS-OCRS) is presumptive and cannot be pushed as reasons to fund this. 2nd study will say that because we did #1, then we must do #2….
· Resource threat needs to be couched in terms of actual threats to key elements of park resources. PSPs could be used if tied to other species impacts. Nutrients alone do not necessarily result in ecological disaster.
· Why is it NPS (alone) needs to develop this info?  What about local/state requirements to gather some of the same info to make their plans. How can they be tied in or partnered with this effort?
· Case for Resource Threat needs strengthening, if there is a threat.
· Statements about problem resolution require explanation why this would guide policy for nutrient control, and by whom.
· Technical soundness is good for modeling, but is too limited to get results for park
· Seems inappropriate to include dollars provided in 2002 and potential dollars from a joint proposal (still undetermined)
· General model concept will be valuable elsewhere if successful, but will be limited locally. Could better describe how this tool would be made available and ease of manipulating for other areas to increase transferability score.
· Would help to express concurrence from towns, EPA, health department for use of these data towards regulation.
· The text of the proposal makes the resource significance case on the basis of human health and resource extraction (shellfish harvest), not park resources. Problem resolution also seems low since the cause of the problem is already understood and restoration projects are underway. Is a detailed, coupled, mechanistic model the only way to achieve the project objectives or just the approach the investigators would like to use?



CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $299,900

REGION:	Southeast				PARK:     MULTI 

PROJECT TITLE:	Multi-park Assessment of Occurrence and Potential for Biodegradation of Contaminants of Emerging Concern: CONG, GRSM, CHAT

COMMENTS: 

· An effort should have been made to quantify the % of project support from the Toxics Program and other sources. 
· Extremely well-designed approach with an appropriate balance between investigative data collection and interpretation for management value.
· Methodologically vague.  We will do whatever we need to identify EDCs in these systems.  Needs more detail in sampling plan.
· The microcosm experiments have selected model xenoestrogens based on purported ubiquity.  Not necessarily so.
· Poor job of describing park purpose, legislation, listing T&E potentially affected species, supporting material for significance to park(s) based on criterion.
· Need to work on language explaining why issue is specifically important to the parks being observed and put this in criteria summary.
· Describe in transferability criteria whether a common database for parks will be created.
· Overall, need to do a better job of describing project merits in the criteria ranking summary section. 
· Provide table and percent of project covered through other sources in criterion.
· As stated, a separate national effort should be implemented to make this happen across the country. Consider working with EPA to establish a fund source. 
· What if only these 3 parks get done and no further funding is forthcoming? It looks like this is a national screening program trying to shoehorn itself into a relatively small funding source and squeezing to fit those constraints.
· Risky approach with  multiple parks and multiple proposals
· Resource is significant. Must use some data (even an inkling, where is it? Even in these parks) to prove there is much of a threat at all. Criteria is not addressed at conclusion.
· Problem definition needs to illustrate that there is a problem in these parks
· Problem resolution jumps from these study results to being a basis for BMPs. Then the resolution end of it relies on public concern and some undefined forum for regulatory criteria. Might it not lead to partnerships to establish thresholds and then on to regulatory hammers of policies etc?


CATEGORY:		Fixed Station				COST:     $139,000

REGION:	Southeast					PARK:      EVER

PROJECT TITLE:	Sediment Transport and Saline Intrusion Through East Side Creek, Cape Sable Phase II


COMMENTS: 
· Scarcely seems an adequate number of SSC samples to build relation between ABS and SSC concentration.
· Describe source for determination of ‘fundamental mission’ to protect natural resources at Cape Sable.
· Is the cost justified to continue? Was their consideration in the original funded project. Was this considered under ARRA? What occurs if ARRA does not complete?
· What assurance , or even indication that the ARRA work is more likely to succeed where the others failed?
· The need for the post construction monitoring appears not to be a problem, but a nice piece of info.
· This is a standard monitoring exercise that should likely be funded through construction or park funds.
· Itemize and provide percentages for appropriate project support.
· Well-time follow-up to a previous WQPP project. 
· Project support was overstated – should have indicated in-kind support directly contributing to the work described in this project.



















CATEGORY:		Fixed Station			COST:     $100,000

REGION:	Southeast				PARK:      MULTI

PROJECT TITLE:	Baseline Water Quality in National Park Units within the Marcellus Shale Gas Play

COMMENTS: 
· Have all of the potential chemicals that could be “tracers” for shale drilling been considered?
· Will the chemical constituents proposed for analysis provide an adequate baseline against which to compare potential future impairment from hydrofracking? Are there any specific indicators for hydrofracking fluids?
· Are there other groundwater surveys that can be used to augment the proposed dataset?
· Is the issue of well contamination under the purview of any other agency that can provide funding?
· Constraints of Park unit location skews well distribution.  Few units and therefore wells located in the heart of the Marcellus shale.  Little widely useful data would be derived from this study.
· Project support would rank higher if in-kind efforts were demonstrated.
· Although I very much appreciate the importance and urgency of this effort, the resource – groundwater wells – has very little to do with the purpose for which the parks were established. The public water supply is at risk, not the resources the parks were established to protect. I think the project could be substantially improved with a concerted effort to locate and incorporate existing databases and cooperate with local cities, governments, and other organizations to expand the scope. This cooperation would improve the project support
· Noted limited in-kind support
· The proposal did not make a strong case for the actual severity of the threat versus a hypothetical one


















CATEGORY:		Technical Assistance		COST:     $50,000

REGION:	Northeast				PARK:      ACAD

PROJECT TITLE:	Development of a Climate Change Indicator for Lake Eutrophication

COMMENTS: 

· This proposal represents a well thought out approach to analysis of existing ice-out and oxygen profile data. 
· Objective (2), to better understand the relative influences of non-point source pollution and climate change on lakes at ACAD, is not well supported in this proposal.
· Look to NETN for climate change funds.
· Change in secchi transparency has been noted in a few ACAD lakes which should be included as a graphic and used to support need to sample specific lakes.
· The main purpose of this project appears to be to find lake-specific relationships between ice free date and oxygen deficiency.  Mention of non point sources and development seem to be hand waves at the funding source criteria. But I wonder if a few decades of data are enough to accomplish that when I look at the figure from Hodgkins (2002) using date from 1850.




CATEGORY:		Technical Assistance		COST:     $50,000

REGION:	Northeast				PARK:     FRHI 

PROJECT TITLE:	Acid-Mine Drainage Remediation Strategies for Ice Pond Run and Underground Mine-Pool Issues at Friendship Hill NHS

COMMENTS: 
 
· Good use of GS skills to NPS problem.  Cravotta has great knowledge and background.
· In light of the complexity of the problem and given the failure rate on past efforts, this appears to be a worthwhile and potentially useful project for a small amount of money. 
· A much needed review of past work as well as updated recommendations for remediation. 
· Very cost effective due to previous work.
· Did not address scientific merit criterion.








CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:    $300,000 

REGION:	Intermountain				PARK:  GLAC    

PROJECT TITLE:	Habitat Suitability Assessment for Native Fish in Glacier NP

COMMENTS: 

· Habitat seems to be of greater importance than water quality for this proposal. This is an important resource and study, but slightly off from a true water quality proposal.
· Add more information from currently available data to show need for this additional effort.
· Is it possible to use the new information to create or add to a formal biological index?
· Is it appropriate to manipulate a fishless lake? Determine why fishless and any biological niches that may be in place due to this condition before adding species.
· Add information on shared percentages to the project support section.
· This is primarily fish/biology study with limited overall water quality involvement. The proposal would have been scored higher had there been a dominant water quality issue that was driving success/failure in reintroduction. 
· Project support is not adequately described in this proposal.
· Biological habitat evaluation may fit better in other funding sources, such as T&E species or USGS-BRD. The water quality aspect of this project seems relatively small and doesn’t appear to be a driving issue. 
· Good, sound approach using proven methods for water quality and invertebrates.  The habitat assessment seems rather superficial.  I am not confident that the list of characteristics will provide sufficient information to discern meaningful differences among lakes.  
· To best meet this funding source, the WQ portion of the study should be prime, not an addon  1 of 5 tasks…
· Basic study is good, but poor choice for this funding source


















CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $299,000

REGION:	Southeast				PARK:     JELA 

PROJECT TITLE:	Post-Freshwater Diversion Survey of Finfish and Aquatic Invertebrate Communities in Waterways, and Contaminants in Fish at the Barataria Preserve

COMMENTS: 

· Excellent proposal – appropriate timing and important re-investigation now that diversions have occurred for several years. 
· How can one compare 10 year differences in similar work, without knowing some of the other factors in the intervening years? WQ results is referenced, but parameters listed are slim. Nutrients and other chems would seem to be appropriate.
· This is not  primarily a water quality study even though fish and aquatic invertebrates integrate water quality over the long term. As described in the proposal water quality sampling and analysis is covered by a different funding source. So while this proposal has scientific merit, it is not appropriate for funding under the NPS/USGS Water Quality Partnership. Rankings were reduced to lower the priority of this proposal for funding.
· A variety of potential impacts associated with contaminants from river water are suggested. Have any of these been observed and documented since hydrologic alterations began in 2002?
· Is there interest from agencies involved with Davis Pond Diversion to engage in these discussions? Highlight any efforts made to examine this issue with other groups.
· The threat severity argument seems weak since the proposal is to evaluate the effects of an effort to mitigate wetland loss. The mention that this work is intended to be repeated every 10 years indicates that perhaps it should be undertaken by the I&M program. The authors appear to have missed the point of the project support criterion.
· Good plan to assess threat to unique habitat.  
· This is a significant impact on an important resource for the park. 
· Overhead indicated is high relative to other proposals and in-kind/other project support is low.

 













CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $298,800

REGION:	Intermountain				PARK:     ROMO 

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

COMMENTS: 
 
· I gave this proposal a high ranking for “Transferability”, especially for the proposing to work with the Continental Divide Research Learning Center to develop educational and outreach programs.
· Are the comments about increased DOC (already occurring) helpful in displaying the threat to the resource? If so, use in criteria 2.
· Criteria 3. Problem may well be written well for ROMO, but are ther no other previous or current studies at least indicating a trend or model of what may occur in RONO?
· Great info and use with existing and future decisions by managenment about N in particular.
· Transferability criteria raises issue again of whether this proposal is the 1st one conceived of due to MPB? Hard to believe it is alone, but….
· Cite specific park legislation to protect this resource.
· Use currently available data to show observed changes to date (if any)
· Have alternate funding sources been investigated?
· Provide percentages provided for project support explicitly.
· Excellent proposal.  Clearly states what is to be done and why.  Also how it links to other issues, atmospheric deposition; climate change, and how to be used in decision making later. 
· The “significance of the resource…” did not clearly state the real problem is change in water quality due to MPB mortality, not MPB mortality itself.  
· Since 4 water-quality sites have continued to operate, it would have been helpful to discuss what changes if any have been observed to date.


















CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $299,200

REGION:	Midwest				PARK:    SACN  

PROJECT TITLE:	Occurrence and Effects of Endocrine Active Chemicals and Pharmaceuticals in the St. Croix NSR
COMMENTS: 
· List T&E species.
· Demonstrate that the St. Croix feeds into MISS and provides ~25% of normal average flow. Consider making MISS a partner in proposal submission.
· In the response to problem resolution criterion there is only a discussion of samples and analyses, suggesting that the authors don’t know how this project will resolve the problem either.
· Good approach, well thought out.  What media used for bioassay?  Ag chemicals and run-off can be source of estrogenicity.  Has this land use been considered as comtributor?
· Mussels are indicated as a high-priority species resource of concern but sampling is water, sediment and fish. Some explanation of why no direct examinations of mussels was proposed would have been helpful.
· A number of the upstream and downstream pairs are downstream of other WW plant discharges. It was not clear how that will be handled in the data analysis. 
· Is the problem stated to force the quantify the “effects” of the increasing discharges, or  water quality, primarily. Overall effects vs water quality effects may have very different management options or success possibilities. Problem resolution then is murky out of this study alone.
· Archival plan should clearly state the places and systems involved in the archiving within the NPS. Information gathered from studies such as this must be placed into databases and at locaqtions specified, as part of any research permit given by the NPS. 
· EACsand PhACs are just some of the key changes in wq as WWTPs increase discharges into the river system. Good start for this particular area of WQ
· Problem def. Mention that there is some work and understanding, AND that that informs and increases the focus of this study. Use some previous as a Positive!
· Problem resolution is stated early on(in the Project Summary) as options for managers to use now and into future. Proposers for this project should make that case, as strong as they feel(or as appropriate) in the criteria for resolution to the problem.










 

CATEGORY:		Fixed Station			COST:     $149,600

REGION:	Midwest				PARK:      VOYA

PROJECT TITLE:	Calculation of Streamflow and Nutrient Loading between Namakan Lake and Kabetogama Lake using Index-Velocity Methods

COMMENTS: 
 
· Project oversight and reporting costs seem high in relation to the rest of the project. It would be more competitive if this were applied to data collection and analyses and project oversight contributed as in-kind.
· Use of ADVM is an appropriate use of new technology.
· The proposal indicates potential or real effects from cottages. Is that not also a way to focus on key inputs at a cost effective element.that alone could assist in some problem resoluition.
· Threat is acknowledged as complex, but issue of natural hydograph and dam rule curves “appears: to be more the threat than the cyanobactor blooms or nutrient cycling reviewer belives that this needs more logic applied in this proposal to assist the conclusion that the bloom and water movements are the issue in search of this proposal



CATEGORY:		Fixed Station				COST:     $150,000

REGION:	Intermountain					PARK:      YELL

PROJECT TITLE:	Water Quality of Soda Butte Creek Entering Yellowstone NP During Remediation of the McLaren Tailings

COMMENTS: 
· It is difficult to determine the significance of this issue to YELL especially since the Park has only provided one year of funding for monitoring and the NPS WRD provided funding for enhanced monitoring for one year.
· Why is YELL not providing funding? Why is monitoring being discontinued?
· Need long term monitoring, not just 3 years
· Given that monitoring has been done for many years it would help the proposal to describe at least briefly those results. 
· This proposal gives the impression that this monitoring is needed at least in part because the park is cutting back on monitoring this tributary. This raises questions as to the significance and severity of the threat/problem.
· Conflicting issue of the current monitoring being planned thru 2013, while $$ for that is included in this proposal rather than holding NPS feet to the fire. Why would the park NOT cover this cost? Is park ok with the State’s monitoring plan? Are they punting the $$ and decision into the future?
· Greater discussion of known points (from the proposal) could make the criteria application stronger to reviewers.
CATEGORY:		Technical Assistance		COST:     $46,900

REGION:	Intermountain				PARK:     CURE 

PROJECT TITLE:	Quality Assurance and Publication of NPS Water-Quality Data to Improve Understanding and Accessibility for Outstanding Waters

COMMENTS: 
· Has this been entered into PMIS? (N/A)
· Threat is not convincing. 
· Describe cost effectiveness per criteria.
· This project should be done by USGS and NPS staff as part of their regular duties. 
· Instead of a one-time review of recent data, better technical assistance would be to have training on data processing and review.
· It is unclear why this extensive set of water quality data is being collected but not quality-assured if indeed this data is important to the park and the Outstanding Waters redesignation. Having data quality assurance and archiving is an important component of a larger NPS project described, but it does not seem to be appropriate for this partnership. What is “plan B” for NPS if this is not funded? Go ahead using non-quality-assured data? 



CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $297,000

REGION:	Pacific West				PARK:    KAHO  

PROJECT TITLE:	Evaluating Potential Contaminant Pathways and Water-Quality Changes with Passive Dye Tracing in Kaloko-Honokohau NHP

COMMENTS: 
· Lacking information seems to be primarily related to an understanding of the hydrologic regime, which though related, is not focused on this water quality funding source.
· This project has competed several times yet the authors seem unwilling or unable to accommodate and incorporate reviewers comments into improving the proposal.
· This is a good sound proposal, but it is essentially a groundwater flow modeling project.  There is no real water quality component.  Yes, it is essential to understand the flow path to predict or understand water-quality effects of development.  I have some question about how appropriate the proposed work is for this program.
· While this is a strong groundwater flow study, it has demonstrated relevance in understanding potential water quality impacts of development.
· This proposal is an example of an ill applied(to the wrong funding source) , but extremely interesting nature. All of the criteria would rate high enough, that completion for funding might be assured. However, since the funding source is about Water Quality, reviewer cannot rate the criteria at any high level. This reviewer has chosen to downgrade criteria rating of 2 points generally, but if push came to shove, I would not rate the proposal, since it is not tied to water quality,
CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $295,000

REGION:	Pacific West				PARK:      LARO

PROJECT TITLE:	Monitoring Trace Element Input and Potential Remobilization of Legacy Contaminants in Columbia River Inflow to Lake Roosevelt

COMMENTS: 

· Itemize project support and percent contribution.
· If the park showed more support in terms of staff and in-kind contributions it would make this proposal much stronger. 


 

CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:     $254,000

REGION:	Pacific West				PARK:      SEKI

PROJECT TITLE:	Bioaccumulation of Environmental Contaminants in Western Pond Turtles (Emys marmorata)

COMMENTS: 

· This is not primarily a water quality project so rankings were lowered to reduce the priority of this proposal. This proposal has a lot of scientific merit though funding should be sought elsewhere.
· This is a biological proposal with water quality overtones.
· Can information from a local biotic population truly be extrapolated to other WACAP sites?
· Was this submitted to the appropriate funding source? 
· Although a good project and a quality proposal – it seems to be tangentially related to the purpose of the funding source. Most of the work is biological with some sediment sampling and no actual water quality analysis.
· Good project with thoughtful approach.  Very little actual water-quality.  Primarily a biological assessment.
· Considering the amount of evidence at the park for pesticides, particularly at high elevation, seems some form of screening at fewer $$ could really be of assistance and cost effective

 






CATEGORY:		Intensive/Synoptic		COST:    $299,300  

REGION:	Intermountain				PARK:      TUZI

PROJECT TITLE:	Assessment of Metal Contamination in Water, Sediments, and Biota in Tavasci Marsh

COMMENTS: 
 
· Good solid approach.  Detailed set of data in several media.
· No mention of sampling at Peck’s Lake in Purpose and Objective. Thus, there is some confusion about whether the onsite metals at Tavasci are the proposal, or the source and transport to Tavasci (of the metals)
· Is the expense of the water Quality sampling worth it if the concentrations are extremely low or even non detects? Sediments and biological sampling are the key elements. In the 2nd criteria write-up, the proposal indicates that the NPS did not detect contaminants in the water??? How does this information interact with the USGS work to now do extensive water tests??? Approx. $20K is tied up in direct costs for water Quality sampling. If the intent of the WQ portion of this proposal is to do better than the mentioned NPS previous sampling, say it! If the WQ info gives all of us critical info about the water transport and risks to the Marsh, say that. If the WQ info is primarily put in for the funding source WQ aspect need, then say that. Leaving it unclear provides reviewers with a nagging question?
· Sediment aging analysis is a very helpful element.
· As for problem resolution: Can this proposal really get sufficient information to managers in time to affect decisionmaking for the :restoration” plan? 



CATEGORY:		Fixed Station			COST:     $149,100

REGION:	Pacific West				PARK:      NPSA

PROJECT TITLE:	Assessment of Contaminants Leaching from a Landfill Adjacent to the Coral Reefs on the Island of Ofu

COMMENTS: 

· Has the park/village looked at the need to get funding for a properly installed landfill? 
· Why does an investigation need to be done in order to line an open air, unlined dump that is an obvious problem? This is a rhetorical question.
· Helpful, would be more compelling info on the threat from the existing or enlarged landfill. Is it even possible that the info/data will be timely enough to plan any expansion of the landfill??
· If park cannot make an effective case on a landfill contamination when it is 100 feet away from boundary, and upslope, then it is hard to imagine that the results of the study would be an effective problem resolver.
CATEGORY:		Fixed Station			COST:     $149,000

REGION:	Pacific West				PARK:      AMME

PROJECT TITLE:	Assessment of Potential Contaminants in a Natural Wetland and a Constructed Wetland on the Island of Saipan

COMMENTS: 
 
· Wetland assimilation capacity will change some contaminants over time
· Threat may be high for this resource. However, with substantial projects and recreational value to the neighboring community, it seems some kind of financial partnering is needed and should be provided as support.
· If the resource is so significant to the park, some other actions are needed along with this. 



CATEGORY:		Technical Assistance		COST:     $38,500

REGION:	Pacific West				PARK:      NOCA

PROJECT TITLE:	Characterize Contaminant Levels of Migrating Lake Chelan Fisheries into the Stehekin River Basin

COMMENTS: 

· This is not primarily a water quality proposal, in fact the authors state that the primary resource threat is human health. Ranks have been reduced to place this proposal at a lower priority for funding.
· Fish contaminant study, not water quality per se.
· Would it be worthwhile to look into ecosystem effects of contaminants in addition to human health concerns?
· It is worthwhile as a synoptic.













CATEGORY:		Technical Assistance		COST:     $50,000

REGION:	Intermountain				PARK:     PISP 

PROJECT TITLE:	Lead Contamination in Supply Wells at Pipe Spring NM

COMMENTS: 
 
· Large study for some simple needs? Recognizing the potential issues with older technology tests, the study is broader than just the lead health issue. Thorough and complete though!
· If the Pb source turns out to be formation rocks how will the spatial heterogeneity of both source rocks and flow paths be included in the management recommendations? Will the data collected here be sufficient to relocate the water supply or will further modeling and analyses be needed? 
· The scientific merit of this proposal is high based on the proposed use of 206PB/204Pb to distinguish sources of lead contamination.

NPS-USGS FY11 Comments
