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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 applicant's proposal is relatively well based on peer-reviewed and/or publicly available information, particularly relative to
areal and ecological declines in the Salt Bayou salt marsh. However, documentation of the scientific and engineering details
of inverted siphons and examples of their use and efficacy is missing from the literature. This is particularly relevant because
the proposal rationale is a bit unclear: it appears to be argued that just increasing freshwater (but not sediments) infow into
the Salt Bayou system will reverse loss of salt marsh, when most of the scientific evidence (from Louisiana) would argue that
sediment accretion is a major requirement for reversing tidal marsh loss. If the applicants are arguing that they can achieve
that by freshwater inflow alone, they need to draw on the (meager) scientific literature that would substantiate that.




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

Proposal information is directly applicable to the Gulf Coast region.

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

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Those literature sources cited appear to support the proposal appropriately and accorately.

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

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

application is disturbing and should be presented, if available.

The absence of literature sources on the engineering aspects of inverted siphons and the ecological responses of their

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

@ YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

long-term performance and sustainability. The prospect of high sedimentation might also need to be evaluated?

The applicant acknowledges that certain risks and uncertainties need to be considered, although there are no specifics about
the sources, scales, and probabilities of the more critical uncertainties/risks. For instance, it is not evident that climate
change/sea level risk presents a critical uncertainty, although the proposal states that "....risk of unknown future events that
may affect the feasibility and efficacy of the siphon construction itself" must be accounted for, and that "Tropical weather
events can also adversely affect the completion of a coastal construction project.” although nothing is mentioned about it's




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?)

O YES @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

There is not timeframe analysis given either engineering or ecological uncertainties. For instance, there is no analysis of the
likely area of influence of newly introduced fresh/brackish water inflow and how long vegetative and faunal changes might
occur in those areas. Given viable sea level rise and other climate change scenarios, that is the likelihood that "Restoring the
flow of fresh water from this area to Salt Bayou will allow the historic, and biologically critical, pattern of inundation and drying
to return. aivina blants in these marshes the onnortunitv to become rooted firmlv in the soil "?

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?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

Greater substantiation of the predicted changes in salt marsh structure and function would be helpful. For instance, it is
surprising that the plethora of scientific literature on ecological responses to freshwater flow diversion in the Mississippi River
coastal zone (setting aside the effect of increased sedimentation, if possible) has not been included in any of the
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B. Has the applicant made a reasonable determination that the proposal is based on science that maximizes the
guality, objectivity, and integrity of information (including, as applicable, statistical information)?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

More information on case studies of ecological responses to increased freshwater inflow, if available, would be particularly
informative.

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?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION



Information Needed:

| find the lack of any apparent consideration of climate change effects to be unreasonable. In addition to any uncertainties
about the functionality and sustainability of fixed (inverted siphon) structures, | find it surprising that changes to freshwater
inflow and sea level rise wouldn't be critical, and potentially even fatal, factors that would need to be acknowledged and
examined through various scenarios. For instance, what are the chances/risks that climate changes in the next 50 years will
make freshwater flow completely unavailable to the siphons?

]
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)?

No, no alternative approaches to this issue are proposed or evaluated.

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

No.

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)

No; there is no specific or even indirect risk mitigation plan in place, although it may be expected of the subcontracted
engineering firms.

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

No, there is no apparent consideration of unforeseen consequences.

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

Yes.




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

No, at least not explicitly stated. To some degree, they are mushed in with the stated goals.

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

No, there are no specific measures of "success" or performance other than stating that a monitoring plan will be developed
during the planning phase.

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)

No, nothing is in place, either as a monitoring plan/program or an adaptive management plan.

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

There is no statistical information substantiating what marsh losses have occurred, what salinity regimes occur on either side

of the GIWW under seasonal climate conditions, what "reference conditions" might be represented from other regions without
the GIWW influence, etc.

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)

No, this is a significant gap that is missing from the justification for the project approach.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

I will have to acknowledge my inherent bias against such "technological fixes" proposed under the auspices of "restoration” for
three reasons: (1) they seldom involve release on constraints of natural ecosystem processes; (2) they are seldom
sustainable, or at least without persistent maintenance and repair; and, (3) my observation is that they seldom increase a

broad spectrum of natural ecosystem goods and services, but rather provide a limited benefit when and if they are functioning
as planned. This review should be reviewed with that caveat.
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