March 30, 2004

Dr. Smith,

Thank you for the opportunity to review the proposal by Drs. Neckles and Guntenspergen, “Development of a Wetland Monitoring Protocol for Acadia National Park”.  I do not know the source of funding for this proposal, and hence do not know the process such proposals are expected to go through.  If this is a preproposal, then the methodological details can still be developed in a full proposal.  If this is the full proposal, however, then I suggest more detail should be included.  My comments are based on the assumption that this sis the full proposal.

The methods are not described in enough detail to determine what, exactly, will be done in the field.  For example, Method 1: How many additional emergent fens will be sampled? How many sampling points will there be in each wetland?  How will sampling sites be chosen? The only place the type of vegetation sampling (1m2 quadrats) is mentioned is in Table 2.  How will the quadrates be arrayed? What are the vegetation metrics? Will conductivity and pH be measured in each vegetation quadrat? Method 2: Again, how many wetlands in each category? How many sampling site per wetland, and how will they be chosen? Method 3: How many years of data will they have to assess across-year variability? Is that enough? How many wetlands will they choose for the intensive sampling subsets? How does the intensive sampling differ from the sampling of Methods 1 and 2? Method 4: Will this be a GIS exercise? What methods will they use to identify and apply these landscape indicators?

In the problems statement, the authors list several threats to wetlands, yet their proposed research addresses only one of these threats – hydrologic disturbance.  While hydrology may be the single most important factor in maintaining wetland ecosystem processes, the authors do not explain how their research will lead to the development of monitoring protocols that could detect change due to other factors (e.g. climate change, nutrient enrichment, invasive species, addition of toxicants). What questions does the park have regarding its wetlands? Are the questions likely to be the same for the different types of wetland throughout the Northeast Temperate Network? Is this research designed to develop a monitoring protocol that will answer the park’s and/or Network’s questions? One of the stated results of the research will be the development of monitoring questions.  Is this the correct sequence of events? Development of monitoring protocols and monitoring question swill likely be an iterative process for the Great Lakes Network (the network with which I am involved). It seems that the research proposed here should be guided, at least in part, by a priori monitoring questions or concerns.

Other USGS proposals I have reviewed have included 11% for regional assessment; this one does not.  I point this out in case it was an oversight on the part of the authors.

In sum, my main concerns lie in the lack of detail in the methodology, the failure to discuss or recognize other potential drivers of change in wetland systems, and the sequence of events, i.e., the testing of indicators and writing of monitoring protocols before identification of ecological questions.

Sincerely,

Joan Elias

