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Bucket 2 — Council Selected Restoration Component

PROPOSAL TITLE

Northwest Florida Estuaries and Watersheds

LOCATION

Northwest Florida (Florida Panhandle): Escambia, Santa Rosa, Okaloosa, Walton, Bay, Gulf, Franklin, Wakulla, Holmes, Washington,
Jackson, Calhoun, Liberty, Gadsden, Leon, and Jefferson Counties

SPONSOR(S)
NOAA

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

Planning, Technical Assistance, Implementation, Program

REVIEWED BY: DATE:

12/29/14

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?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

While the proposal is an excellent description of what can be/will be done, there is little detailed information on how individual
aspects of the program will be accomplished. More detail is needed.

Currently available studies should be cited, sites that might require more intensive investigation should be noted, and data
that are lacking should be indicated.

Although recognizing that details cannot be provided before accomplishing the initial portion of the proposal, as much

information as possible, based on local studies or elsewhere, on the requirements of water quality monitoring and analysis
(what?, where? how?, how often?, etc.) should be provided.




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?

O YES O NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

N/A

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

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

I am not familiar with the studies cited, but have no reason to believe that they have not been cited accurately. I'm more concerned ove
the limited number of studies cited, and the lack of information from outside the area that might be applicable to the proposed activities.

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

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Comments

Only NW Fllorida Watershed Management District reports are cited. | am not familiar with the literature cited, but have no reason to
suspect any problems with the citations.

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

The following from the proposal suggests a realistic approach to the uncertanties of this ambitious proposal:

"It is requested that project implementation and monitoring funds be held in reserve until the design, permitting, and
environmental compliance documentation are completed.”

| believe it would be advantageous to completely separate implementation and monitoring from the design, permitting, and




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

| believe this has been done - insofar as is possible - which is not very far.

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 @ NO O NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

The only information cited is that produced by the Northwest Florida Water Management District. There other areas of the country in
which these types of activities have been undertaken, most notably the Chesapeake Bay and the Peconic Estuary. Review of those
activities would undoubtedly provide insight into what might be accomplished in NW Florida.

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)?

O YES O NO @ NEED MORE INFORMATION

Information Needed:

See (A)

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:

See (A)

]
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)?

N/A

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

Yes. Suffolk County, New York undertook a major, multiyear study of the Peconic Estuary, as part of the National Estuary Program.
Many reports and publications are available for review. This intensive program should at least be noted by the proposers.

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)

Risks and uncertainties are discussed.

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

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

Yes




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

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

Not specifically. Measures of succes will be site-specific. It would help to know if the reports that are cited mention the problem(s), if
any, associated with the areas subject to study, The proposal cites "Water quality, with specific parameters varying based on specific
sites and project objectives" as a measure of success. Are there parameters that are suspected of being problematic? If so, they
should be noted.

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)

Monitoring programs based on the results of available literature review are proposed. No detail is provided at this time, although |
suspect that the literature cited might provide some infromation on likely parameters of interest.

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

Consideration of recent information appears to be part of the proposal.

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 mention is made of similar efforts.

Please summarize any additional information needed below:

This is a very ambitious, if not a typical proposal. It's so ambitious that it is really impossible to provide a realistic review, or a
realistic budget. The latter is recognized by the proposers in that they suggest holding the funding for project implementation

and monitoring "in reserve”. I'm not quite sure what that means, but | would strongly recommend that implementation and
monitoring be the subjects of future watershed-specific, proposals.

There is confiision on mv nart as to what is meant bhv "1indatina watershed manaagement nlans” \What exactlv will he done
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