Nichols review of “Hydrologic Investigations and Monitoring Design of a Vermont Kettlehole Bog” by Pitcher and Hession.

Pitcher and Hession monitored a bog in northern Vermont to understand the hydrology and water chemistry.  The paper in present form is (obviously) incomplete.  This is a reasonable first draft of the introduction, methods, and results section and one can anticipate where the discussion will lead.  I have several small comments on the manuscript.  Below I list some comments and structural suggestions.

1. Need more data and results in the abstract.

2. Need to set up the problem and why we should care better in the Introduction.  What are the implications?

3. The verbiage is a bit too techy in some spots.

4. Check units for journal.

5. Why do you have equation 1?  You don’t do anything with it.  If you keep add units and combine E and T.

6. How do you know that the bog is a losing pond?  I don’t see any data to support this.  Never mind I see the figure.

7. Figures have some problems with iso-lines.  The head of the pond is the same everywhere thus there should not be a head contour that crosses the water surface.

8. How does Kriging analyze temporal data?  Isn’t kriging a spatial interprolator?

9. Water chemistry has the potential to tell you a lot about where the groundwater is coming from, and thus the long-term hydrology of the bog.  This is important because if the ecosystem is disturbed there may be long-term consequences. 

10. What is the geology of the area and how could this affect the pH and conductivity (both electrical and hydraulic) of the water.

11. You should have a rich discussion that includes all of your data.  

12. Do the field measured hydraulic conductivities fall into the range that they should according to geologic material?

13. You should include a topo map of the area.

