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Dr. Craig Tucker


SRAC


127 Experiment Station Road,  RM 106


PO Box 197


Stoneville, MS  38776








Craig,





Overall I found the proposal to be fairly strong.  The work group assembled make an excellent team with all the requisite strengths to complete a solid program.  I have identified what I considered to be a few weaknesses that the PI might address.  On the whole I think this should receive a high priority for funding.  More detailed comments are on the second page.








Sincerely,











Kevin Fitzsimmons


Research Scientist


�
MAMNAGEMENT OF AQUACULTURAL EFFLUENTS FROM PONDS








Importance of problem:  The management of aquaculture effluents is a major concern for the industry in the South as well as other regions of the country.   The recent proposals from EPA to further regulate aquaculture industry accelerate the need to develop BMP’s that will guide producers.





Methodology:  For the most part the methods described are appropriate to better describe the effluents generated from ponds.  It seems that some of this work is redundant even within the project, not to mention the existing data base.  Devoting a greater percentage of the effort to developing and extending the BMP’s would seem to be a better use of effort.  UAPB’s contributions to Objective 2 do not fit within the scope of the project.  The zooplankton studies proposed are too removed from the practical aspects of effluent management to fit well within the overall project.  In Objective 3, the surveys to be conducted to develop the enterprise budgets need further clarification.  Who will complete the surveys?  Are the “project participants” the PI’s of the proposal or are they a group of farmers to be identified?  It seems that the PI’s are the target.  Producers who have adopted some of these practices would provide a better data base.   Objective 4.  The BMP’s should be built upon the existing sets of BMP’s written for other Concentrated Animal Feeding Operations.  Several states have addressed BMP’s for aquaculture in their CAFO BMP’s.  A balance will need to be struck between the desire to develop species specific BMP’s along with the recognition that each state may have separate formats for BMP’s.





Project participants:  The group assembled includes several experts in the field.  The team is quite capable of achieving all of the objectives.





Budget:  The budget appears to be in order and appropriate to the work proposed.





Dissemination of results:  This is the weakest portion of the proposal .  The workshops in Va. will be inadequate for accomplishing the task of completing the BMP’s as proposed.  There are too many people and there will be too many differences to span, between the species covered and the states involved, in the short time available.  Inclusion of the state agencies will be required before ever moving BMP’s into the mode of guidelines that will allow industry to operate under General Permits rather than individual NPDES permits.   Stronger involvement from extension professionals will be needed to gain industry input, acceptance and support of the BMP’s.





Overall, I find the proposal to be strong, with a top notch group of investigators addressing an issue of critical importance to the industry.  This project deserves a high priority for funding.


