To:             
<pbresnah@canr.cag.uconn.edu>
From:           
toM <tmeyer@canr.uconn.edu>
Subject:        
Re: (Fwd) Notes from our Regional Meeting, etc.
Hi Pat

These are some rambling thoughts about the two documents.

wrt MEETING NOTES

(1) "2. Missing nitrogen.  (Guys: what's the correct way to state this?).

Levels of nitrogen measured in many estuaries are much lower than expected

given the observed levels in upstream surface waters.  More work is needed

to determine whether this is due to natural processes or artifacts of

measurement protocols."

Comment: I'm not a hydrologist so maybe my comment is simply uninformed.

But, here it is: ok, so something has/is happening to the nitrogen. So

what? Will it be obvious to the board why this is important (it probably

will be, but the goal/impact of this research topic has been left implicit,

which is not perhaps a good thing)

(2) "3. Instream flow issues.  Development pressures in many areas of New

England increasingly require that streams and rivers be managed for

multiple, competing uses.    Additional research is needed to ensure that

policy and management decisions are based on sound science."

Comment: How is this different (substantially) from the first item, The

Effect of Suburbanization?

Comment: There seems to be no place for basic or fundamental research. Is

this not of interest to the board? Perhaps this is out of the focus of the

program.

----------------------------------------------------------

wrt Regional Water Research Program

The intent is to get NE water researchers involved in this funding

opportunity and the plan is to proposal a NE-relevant research agenda. But,

shouldn't that agenda come from the researchers in addition to the

directors of the IWR, or are they the same people? For example:

"The mission of the NE IWR Regional Water Research Program is to promote

collaborative research by water resource scientists on topics of importance

to the New England region."

Who gets to decide what's important? If no input is solicited from the

scientists, then is this much different than the USGS setting the research

agenda? It seems like there needs to be some kind of balancing act between

"unstructured proposals (everyone does their own thing)" and "IWR sets the

research agenda." The researchers may or may not be interested or able to

participate, so what has really been accomplished? Of course, I don't know

who is on the board. If the IWR really does have its finger on the pulse of

what's needed in hydrological research, then all these comments are

retracted as being inappropriate.

Hope this helps,

toM

-------------------------------------------------

Thomas H. Meyer, Ph.D.

Assistant Professor

University of Connecticut

Dept of Natural Resources Mgt and Engineering, U-4087

W.B. Young Bldg, rm 308

1376 Storrs Road

Storrs, CT 06269-4087

860/486-2840 (v)

860/486-5408 (f)

tmeyer@canr.uconn.edu
Equal opportunity employer and program provider

