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Mississippi River Reintroduction into Maurepas Swamp
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SPONSOR(S)

State of Louisiana: Coastal Protection & Restoration Authority

TYPE OF FUNDING REQUESTED (Planning, Technical Assistance, Implementation)

Planning

REVIEWED BY: DATE:

1/9/2015

Best Available Science:
These 6 factors/elements help frame the reviewers answers to A, B and C found in next section:

1. Have the proposal objectives, including methods used, been justified using peer reviewed and/or publicly
available information?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The current peer-reviewed information is good, but more is available than was used throughout.




2. If information supporting the proposal does not directly pertain to the Gulf Coast region, are applicant’s
methods reasonably supported and adaptable to that geographic area?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

All is directly related to LA.

3. Are the literature sources used to support the proposal accurately and completely cited?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

More sources would strengthen as many facts are presented without citations.

4. Are the literature sources represented in a fair and unbiased manner?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

The proposal argues that the project will help the dead zone, but what % of total flow would be redirected? This seems to be
a very minor contribution. However it's presented as an important contribution.

Figures are given for the economic effect of hunting, fishing, etc. However, it never states if that was for all of LA, for the Gulf

5. Does the proposal evaluate uncertainties and risks in the scientific basis for the proposal, including any
identified by the public and Council members?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Yes, a lot of the uncertainty of RSLS is presented. However, a major public uncertainty has been the socioeconomic
uncertainty of taking action within the entire master plan. It would be nice to see this proposal discuss any current economic
uses of the land that could be impacted negatively by the plan. None may exist, but it should be addressed.




6. Does the proposal evaluate uncertainties and risks in achieving its objectives over time? (e.g., is there an
uncertainty or risk that in 5-10 years the project/program will be obsolete or not function as planned given
projections of sea level rise?)

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

This project is further inland to help reduce the risk of RSLR. However, this is only for the permitting stage. The proposal
does not really address if permits and planning are unsuccessful.

Based on the answers to the previous 6 questions, and giving deference to the
sponsor to provide within reason the use of best available science the following
three questions can be answered:

A. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that uses peer-
reviewed and publicly available data?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

Although most science is based on the actual implementation of what is only planned in this proposal.

B. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that maximizes the
quality, objectivity, and integrity of information (including, as applicable, statistical information)?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

C. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that clearly
documents and communicates risks and uncertainties in the scientific basis for such projects?

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION



Information Needed:

]
Science Context Evaluation

A. Have other methods been discussed and reasons provided to why the method is being selected (e.g.,
scientifically sound; cost-effectiveness)?

Other methods are not really addressed, but the logic for these methods are clear. Again, this is only to get the project
permitted- not for any actual construction.

B. Has your agency/vendor/project manager conducted a project/program like the one proposed?

No, | am familiar with the science, but we don't undertake construction projects.

C. Is there arisk mitigation plan in place for project objectives? (captures risk measures as defined under best
available science by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Yes

D. Does the project/program consider consequences with implementation? (captures risk measures as defined
under best available science by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Somewhat. Socioeconomic risk would be useful to include.

E. Does the project/program have clearly defined goals?

Yes, to redirect freshwater into the swamp. However, all the goals and objectives are only possible if Phase 2 is also funded.
This proposal is asking for $14 million to plan the actual project.




F. Does the project/program have clearly defined objectives?

Yes- to salvage the freshwater marsh and swamp. However, one objective is slightly contradicted in the text. One objectives
is for land accretion, but under the uncertainties, the proposal says that the water will be taken from the top of the river with

very little sediment- only very fine sediment. They do not address if this very fine, limited sediment will be enough for
accretion.

G. Does the project/program have measures of success? (captures statistical information requirement as defined
by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Somewhat- the ways to measure success are talked about substantially. However, no measurable goals (i.e. 20% increase in
bottomland hardwoods) are listed.

H. Is a monitoring program in place to determine project goals, success and help adaptive management (if
applicable)? (captures statistical information requirement as defined by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Yes- several

I. Does the project/program consider recent and/or relevant information? (captures statistical information
requirement as defined by the Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Yes.

J. Has the project/program evaluated past successes and failures of similar efforts? (captures the

communication of risks and uncertainties in the scientific basis for such projects as defined by the
Comprehensive Plan and Act)

Yes, a similar successful project is listed.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

The entire proposal used goals and objectives for a much larger project. If only this phase is funded, but not a much larger

phase 2 of construction, then none of the goals would be met. The budget narrative is very vague as to why $14 million is
needed to plan the project only.

Clearly a form support letter was given out for people to sign. The last 32 pages of the proposal are the exact e-mail, word for
word sioned bv different I'm aniessing residents of the area  One letter listina the 32 neanle sianina would have heen miich
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