APPENDI X J

Peer Review Comments and the Response



Revi ewer

Comment :
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Coment :

Response:

Coment :

Response:

Coment :

Response:

Coment :

Response:

Coment

Response:

1

You need to highlight the findings in a way that is
easy to read and under st and.

We di sagree. W reviewed our outline and the | ogical
sequence of findings etc. Oher reviewers found the
report easy to follow and under st and.

The descriptions through section 3 were excessive and
sounded |i ke project justification.

We believe it is inportant to detail the approach and
sanpling strategy for the purpose of “fully” informng
our primary client, the state nonitoring and 305b
coordi nators, who generally are unfamliar with the
probability-based sanpling design approach

There are too nmany whol esal e citations of SOPs which
make the docunent difficult to stand on its own nerits.

We disagree. W only referred to SOPs in conjunction
with field and | aboratory efforts. The docunent is
nore sound when SOPs are used because the nethods are
based on a wealth of experience and quality control
checks.

Lake Enmbaynents - It would be hel pful to estimte what
you found and follow that with a di scussi on and
interpretation section. It is hard to follow as

witten, but it mght be a start on a scientific
publ i cati on.

We have no intent of publishing the | ake study results
in a scientific publication. W don’'t think the
results will add anything new to science.

A lot of the figures were hard to read or m ssing or
needed to be redrawn.

Good Point. The figures were enlarged and put at the
end of their respective sections.

You need sonewhere near the front to say what all the
appendi ces deal with so that there is sone
under st andi ng of the bul k.

The titles in the table of contents and at the
begi nni ng of each appendi x sufficiently describes the
cont ents.



Comment: Inportant figures and tables in the appendi ces need to
be pulled up into the nmain body of the report so the
reader can get the nessage much nore concisely and see
what is being presented.

Response: W agree. Sone tables were summari zed and brought

forward
Comment: | would like to see if elevation or streamorder plots
of the data show the sane trends as ecoregions. | am

not convinced due to the disproportionate sanple site
distribution in the Lower Piednont that this is the
best way to parse the data. Oher analytica
approaches don’'t appear to have been expl ored.

Response: Qur original intent was to exam ne the Basin as a whole
(see appendices Hand I). The “trend spatially” in the
report is very subjective and based on few data points
in sone ecoregions. W noticed that there seens to be
a “trend,” but a new sanpling design and strategy woul d
have to be used to confirm our observations.

Ecoregi ons provide a necessary spatial framework for
nmoni tori ng ecol ogi cal resources. Ecoregions represent
areas of relative honogeneity. The 1991 Sci ence

Advi sory Board’s eval uation of the ecoregi on concept
said, “ that the ecoregions not only provide a val uabl e
framework for nonitoring and assessnent, but al so
provi de a geographic context for defining biological
criteria. Streamorder and/or elevations could
enconpass several ecoregions.

Revi ewer 2

Comment: The only substantive comment relates to recommendati ons
for future studies. Add sonme nore data for sonme of the
ecor egi ons.

Response: W agree and there will be an opportunity in the sumer
of 1999 when SESD initiates the Regi onal REVMAP st udy.

Comment: Add major streans to figure 1.2.

Response: W disagree. It would clutter up the figure which is
intended to show the | akes that potentially could be
sanpl ed under our large |lake criteria. The description
in the text is sufficient.

Comment: I n one place of section 5.1.1, the authors say 15 ug/L
of chlorophyll A is satisfactory, but they inply that
57 ug/L of chlorophyll A when it is derived from5 ny



Response:

Revi ewer 3

Coment :

Response:

Coment :

Response:

Coment :

Response:

Coment :

drywei ght/L of AGP.

The 15 ug/L is a grow ng season average based on

i ntensive sanpling of small |akes in Georgia, South
Carolina, and North Carolina. The 57 ug/L is

i nst ant aneous and based on standing crop potenti al

under optinmumconditions. Since it is potential

growt h, a higher nunber derived in a |aboratory setting
is appropriate to initiate further investigation into a
potential problem

Overall, | think you have done an outstandi ng job
summari zing the nethods and results. The LPElI | ooks
like a reasonable way to holistically portray the
ecological information. | also |ike the way you
answered the initial questions/objectives at the end.

None.

When possible, future statistical studies should be
designed to incorporate sufficient sites in each
ecoregion to allow inferences to be drawn for each of
he ecoregions of interest.

The EMAP is designed to address ecoregion sanpling. W
focused at the basin scal e because ecoregi onal sanpling
woul d have required nore sanpling and tine.

Addi tionally, ecoregions in the basin were not well
defined at the beginning of sanpling. The states of
South Carolina and Georgia are in the mdst of defining
ecoregi on boundaries and determ ning reference sanpling
sites. W and the states are in agreenent with respect
to the Lower Piednont Ecoregi on Boundari es.

| dentification of reference areas may i ncl ude
subjectively selected sites if |east inpacted areas are
under represented by the statistical sanple in an

ecor egi on.

We agr ee.

Further investigation of |andscape/instream

rel ati onships is encouraged to build on the
correl ati ons docunented here. Devel opnent of such

rel ati onshi ps has consi derabl e potential as a screening
tool to identify potentially inpaired sites.



Response: W agree. W plan to | ook at these relationships in an
upcom ng regi onal REMAP survey of wadeabl e streans.

Revi ewer 4
Comment: Related to clarification and better sentence structure.

Response: Agreed with conmments and expanded sonme sections to
better explain findings.

Comment: | have concerns about the devel opnment of the LPElI and
its use of the LPEI on the sane data set used to
develop it. Usually an index or criterion is devel oped
on a reference set of data collected across he entire
range of the target population and then applied to
i ndependent data. This data set only represents a part
of the Lower Piednont Ecoregion, and it nay not capture
the total range of any of the conponent netrics. It is
truly only a Savannah Basin Lower Piednont | ndex.

Response: W agree. W had not | ooked at the entire range
(across the Lower Piednont Ecoregion) for the
i ndividual netrics used. W only focused on the
Savannah Basin. W corrected the LPEI in the text to
SB- LPElI (Savannah Basi n- Lower Pi ednont Ecol ogi cal
I ndex). We will have an opportunity to test the
i ndex’ s power across many ecoregions within the
Regi onal REMAP study beginning in the sumrer of 1999.

Comment: | think the appendi x about | ocating probability sites
on maps and in the field, and obtaining access
perm ssion will be very useful to us. That is exactly
the stage we are at in establishing our probability
net wor k.

Response: W agree and think it is state of the art.

Comment: We have had a workshop on integration of judgenent data
with probability data and adequately answered state
concerns. At that workshop, we were presented with
sone theoretical approaches for integrating data, but
weren’t given any procedures to use. The workshop
addressed state concerns, but it didn't provide us with
tools to acconplish integration. It did help
illustrate the beneficial uses of probability-based
designs in answering 305b and ot her resource-w de
condi tion questions, and denonstrated the limtations
of judgenent-based designs in addressing those sane
guestions. | think you have overstated the
acconpl i shnents of that workshop.



Response:

Coment :

Response:

Revi ew 6

Coment :

Response:

Coment :

Response:

The statenment concerning the workshop was changed to
reflect the reviewer’s viewpoint. The follow up report
i n Appendi x G addresses the question of nerging

j udgenent and probability data nore fully.

The three-project | ake systemis authorized and
operated...by the Corps of Engineers...for fish...etc.
You nentioned who operates the other |akes, but failed
to nmention the CCE on these mmjor | akes.

Correction noted and made by aut hors.

We recogni ze the potential useful ness of probability
sanpling in our river basin sanpling rotation and
statew de nonitoring.

None

We are concerned that the results of the present report
will prove difficult to fit into our 305b/303d listing
process. That is, the “good,” “fair,” and “poor”

eval uations may not provide a good fit wth the 305b
categories of support, partially support, and not
support. For exanple, will fair nmean partially
support? The real concern is that we will probably
have to take these results and fit theminto 305b even
t hough that has not been the prinmary purpose of the

st udy.

We agree that the primary purpose of the study was to
denonstrate the feasibility of using the EVMAP
probability sanpling approach for nonitoring purposes.
We believe the informati on gathered is anenable for
inclusion into a 305b report and will work with the
state on this concern.
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